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Preface to the Second Edition

The first edition of this book was published in 1897 and
was soon out of print. Annambhatta’s work having been
appointed a text-book for examinations by Bombay and
other Universities, there was a great demand fora second edi-
tion, but various reasons interrupted the work of revision.
It was at first intended to omit the Nydya-Bodhini which
had nothing special about it, and insert in its place Tarka-
Dipikd-FPrakisa of Nilakantha and also a few usefal extracts
from other commentaries by way of footnotes; but as
the plan would have increased the bulk of the volume it
was abandoned and the text of the first edition was retain-
ed. Three additional copies, marked Q. U.and W, were
available for consultation and the necessary corrections and
additions suggested by them have been made in the text, more
particularly in the Nydya-Bodhini. U and W especially
afforded considerable help in settling many doubtful pas-
sages of this commentary, and many of their variants
have been adopted in this edition. The new commentaries
published in W were also useful in clearing ambiguities in
the text of the Swuigrake and the Dipikd, and the text may
now therefore be gaid to be finally settled for all practical
parposes.

The most important addition to the Notes was a
literal translation of the text of the Saigraka printed in
italics at the top of each section, which will be found useful
to students. Ambiguities and mistakes left in the hurry
of the first edition have now been removed as far as possible,
and many passages in the notes have been re-written for
the purpose. Some paragraphs had to be renumbered and
- gsome sections have been rearranged. Portion of the
preface in the first edition dealing with the author has
been placed after the Introduction, and another portion deal-
ing with Mss. collated for the text has been transferred to
the end as Appendix C. The Index at the end isa new
feature added in this edition.

The Introduction required very few alterations. Where
asw facts have been brought out by later reseraches, addi-
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tional foot-notes have been inserted at the proper places.
The discovery of unknown Jain and Buddhistic literature in
India as well as in Tibet and China by the researches of
distinguished scholars like Dr. Sarat Chandra Das and Maha-
mahopadhyaya Satisa Chandra Vidyabhushana is likely to
throw new light on many dark spots in the history of
Indian philosophy, and many of our current notions are
also likely to be altered. All speculations on this subject
must therefore be accepted as only provisional at present.
It would be a very interesting and instructive study to trace
the gradual development of many philosophical problems,
such as the atomic theory, the identity of cause and effect,
the Nyaya syllogism aund the notion of Abdkdee. But until
fuller materials are available, it will be worse than useless
to indulge in idle guesses. It is now fully recognized
that Indian philosophical systems are not the creations
of individual promulgators, but organic growths from out
of various currents of thoughts germinating through
ages and collected in tke Brahmanas the Aranyakas and
the more ancient Smritis and Purdnas. A critical and
comparative study of these philosophies will assuredly
reveal the lines of this growth as well as its reaction on
the religious development of the Hindus. It is to be hoped
that Indian scholars will devote greater attention to the
study of this aspect of Indian philosophy.

Bombay,
30th September M. R. Bopas
1918.
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A few words as regards the explanatory and eritical
notes appended to this edition will suffice. The chief aim
in writing these annotations was to make them as ex-
haustive as the limited scope of a book mainly intended
for students would permit. The notes will not appear
disproportionate to the text, if the difficulty of the subject
as well as the want of a proper guide to these systems are
taken into account. The notes are designed to give the
student a tolerably complete and accurate idea of the Nydya
and Vaiseshika systems as a whole; and hence many topics,
although omitted or only cursorily glanced at in Annam-
bhatta’s work, bave been discussed in the notes, because
they form essential ingredients of the systems. Manuals
like the ZTarka-Sengrake and the Dipikd are to be studied
only as stepping stones to the knowledge of a great and
intricate science; and the notes have been written with a
view to facilitate the further progress of the student as
much as possible.

An attempt has been made in the Jniroduction prefixed
to this edition to trace the gradual development of Nydya
and Vaiseshika literatare from the age of the Sdfras upto
the latest period. A historical sketch like this is sure to
give the students a better notion of these systems than any
amount of study of isolated works. The attempt is of
course only tentative, but it at least opens a vast field for
inquiry which may be profitably pursued in future. It was
at first intended to discuss some of the more important doc-
trines of Nydya and Vaiseshika systems in the Introduc-
tion, especially with reference to their evolution and bear-
ing on the general course of thought in India. The task,
however, was found to be too vast for such a work as the
present and the plan had to be abandoned for want of
space ; but a few hints of the kind will be found in the notes
in their proper places.
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1t will not be proper to conclude this preface withoat
briefly explaining the circumstances under which this work
is published. The present edition of Tarke-Sangraka with
commentaries and notes was undertaken by the late Mr.
Y. V. Athalye more than twelve years ago and it wasan
ambition of his life to devote all his leisure time to the
writing of the notes so as to make them really exhaustive
and useful, not only to studeunts in Indian Colleges, but
also to advanced scholars. He saw that in order to
popularise the study of Nydya it was necessary to clear the
many disputed points that beset the path of a conscientiouns
student and to place the cardinal doctrines of the Nydya-
Vaiseshika philosophy in their true light. No man was
better fitted for such a work than Mr. Athalye, whose pro-
found scholarship and legal acumen enabled him at once
to unravel the intricacies of Nydya logic. Pressure of
official and other business however hardly left him any time
to complete a task upon which he had set his heart. The
work had to be constantly put aside, and consequently
much labour and time were wasted in these interruptions;
while latterly ill health made him more and more unable
to bear the strain of a continuous effort. In spite of these
difficulties he hoped to bring out this edition at an early
date, and would have done so had rot premature and
almost sudden death carried him off at a time when he was
most wanted. He had however left ample materials behind
him, which required only a final revision and arrangement
to make the book acceptable to the public; and so it was
resolved to publish it as a posthumous work.....cccevevenee
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Bombay,
March 1917. M. R. Bopas.



Introduction,
A Historical Survey of Indian Logie.!

“ THE foundation of logic as a Science,”’ says Ueberweg,
“Iis a work of the Greek mind, which, equally removed
from the hardness of the Northern and the softness of the
Oriental, harmoniously united power and impressibility.?”’
The supple mind of the Oriental is said to be wanting in the
mental grip and measure required for strictly scientific think-
ing. Ueberweg, when he laid down the above proposition,
was not wholly iguorant of the existence of Nydya philoso-
phy, but his knowledge of it seems to have been very mea-
gre. Had he known some of the standard works of Nydya
and Vaiseshike systems, he would not have passed such a
sweeping remark about the incapacity of the Oriental mind
to develop a rigorous science like Logic. The same ignorance
has led many eminent writers to belittle Indian philosophies
in general or, where striking coincidences are discovered
between Greek and Indian speculations, to assume a Grecian
importation of philosophical ideasinto India at some ancient
time. Thus Niebuhr unhesitatingly asserts that the close
similarity between Indian and Greek philosophies cannot
be explained ‘¢ except by the intercourse which the Indians
had with the Grasco-Macedonic kings of Bactria.* ”” On the
other hand, there are writers like Grorres who as positively
declare that the Greeks borrowed their first elements of
philosophy from the Hindus. Max Miiller is probably nearer
the truth in saying that both Greek and Indian philosophies
were autochthonic, and that neither of the two nations bor-
rowed their thoughts from the other.* As the human mind
is alike everywhere, it is quite possible that philosophers in
both India and Greece unconsciously adopted the same mode

! This paper was read by me at 2 meeting of the Bombay Branch of
the Royal Asiatic Society on the 24th September 1896 and is published
in the Journal of the B. B. R. A. Society, Vol XIX p. 306,

¢ Dr. F. Ueberweg : System of Logic, p. 19.
% Thomson's Laws of Thought, Appendix p. 285.
* Thomson’s Laws of Thought, Appendix p. 285.
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of reasoning and arrived at similar results quite independent-
ly. A closer study of Indian philosophical literature is al-
ready producing a conviction among Huropean scholars that
it is tolerably indigenous and self-consistent, and that it
does not need the supposition of a foreign influence to ex-
plain any portion of it. It should also be noticed that notwith-
standing many coincidences between the Indian and the
Grecian currents of philosophical thought there are several
features in each so peculiar as to make any inter-communion
between them highly improbable. The fact, for instance,
that Indian Logic retained a close similarity to Pre-Aristo-
telian Dialectics up to a very late timeis a legitimate ground
for believing that the influence of Aristotle’s works was
never felt in Indin. Besides, as a history of Indian philoso-
phy is still unwritten, and will probably remain so for years
to come, it is advisable for every student to keep an open
mind on the subject. Preconceived theories, however ingeni-
ous or plausible, are more likely to mislead than help such
investigations. We shall therefore assume, until the cou-
trary is indubitably proved.” that Indiau philosoply,
including Indian logic, is a howme-grown product, creat-
ed by the natural genius of the people and capable of his-
torical treatment.

That it is possible to write a Jistory of the Nydye and
Vaiseshika philosophies will be re: dily admitted ; but a
history of philosophy. such as it ought to be, presupposes a
good many things, which way not find universal acceptance.
It assumes, for instance, that the Indian systems of philoso-
phy were gradually evolved out of u few bLroad principles by
a succession of writers wud under particular cireumstances.
The idea that philosophical specnlations in India were the
spontaneous brain-creations of o few mystic Brahmans,
dreaming high thoughts in lonely forestz and totally unaffected
by the passing events of the world. must be discarded once
for all.  There is no reason why philesophy in India should
have followed o ditferent course from what it did in Greece
and other civilized countries. Systems of philosophy are as
much liable to be influenced by past aund contemporary events
as any other branch. of science or literature ; and Indian
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philosophy shonld be uu exception to the rale. Bat the task
of writing such a history is buset with innumerable diffienl-
ties. The chief of these is the absence of any reliable his-
torical data which might scrve us as landmarks in the ocean
of Sanskrit literature. Not only are the dates of the princi-
pal writers and their worksunknown, but even the existence
of some of them as historical personages is doubted. Many
of these works, again, are not available for reference,’ while
of those that are printed orcanbe procured in Ms. only afew
have yet been critically studied. Huropean scholars are still
too much engrossed in their Vedic and antiquarian researches
to devote serions attention to a systematic study of Indian
philosophies; while s to native Pandits, however learned.
the very uotion of a Listory of philosophy is foreign to their
minds. There are works in Sanskrit, like the Sarva-Dariana-
Saigraha of Midkaciciirya and the Shad-Dariana-Samuch-
chaya of Haribhadra Siri, which professtotreat ofall current
systems ot philosophy 5 but the historical view is totally
absent in them. There the systems are arranged either ae-
cording to their religions character or aceording to the pre-
difections of the anthor. In modern times, scholars like
t‘olebraoke, \Weber, IIall and Bannerjee have made some
valuable contributions, hnt many of their opinions and eri-
ticisms are now antignated and stand in need of revision in
the light of further researches. A good deal has also been
added to onr knowledge of the Buddhistie literature, bur
even there the attention of scholars has not yet heen suffici-
ently divected to its philosophieal portion. It is not possible,
therefore, under these cirenmstances to do more than throw
out a few hints which, while dispelling some of the
prevalent errors on the subject, will serve as a basis for
future inyuiries in the same direction. The following
pages will not have been written in vain if this aim is even
partially achieved. ,

The value of a history of philosophy will be appreciated
by those who know how mueh our knowledge of Greek

! Most of the writings of eminent Buddbist logicians like Ditindga
and Diwrutleivti are now available only in Chinese and Tibetan transla-
tions, their Sanskrit originals having been apparently lost. See Sadajiro
Sugiura's Lindu Logic as pieserved in China and Japan



X1l Tarka-Sengraha.

philosophy has beeun deepened by the accounts lett by Plato,
Xenophon and Thucydides. Systems of philosophy as well
as individual doctrines are never the prodacts of personal
caprice or of mere accident; they are evolved out of a long
chain of antecedent causes. They are in fact the tangible
manifestations of various latent forces which mould the
character and history of the nation. There could have been
no Aristotle without a Plato or a Socrates, and no Socrates
without the Sophists. A knowledge of this sequence is
therefore essential to a true appreciation of every system
and every doctrine, an isolated study of them being either
insnfficient or misleading. Besides, theories and schools are
often the work not of one individual or of one age, but of a
suceession of thinkers who fashion and refashion thew as it
were nntil they become worthy of general acceptance. Such
seems to have been the case with doctrines of God, of
cansulity und of creation, in India as well as in Greece. The
true aim of a history of philosophy may be explained in the
words of Zeller:—

‘ The systems of philosophy, however peculiar and self-
depeudent they may be, thus appear as the members of a
larger historieal inter~connection; in respeet to this alone
can they he perfectly understood; the further we follow it
the more the individnals become united to a whole of his-
torical development, and the problem arises not merely of
explaining this whole by means of the particulars condi-
tioning it, but likewise of explaining these moments by
one another and consequently the individnal by the whole.?!

A history of Indian philosophy, such as would fulfil this
purpose, is not'of course possible in the present rudimentary
state of Indian chronology. Still even a crude attempt of
that kind will give truer insight into each system or each
doctrine than can be got by a study of isolated
works. The need of such a connected view of phil-
osophy is all the greater in the case of systems
like the Nydya and the Taideshike whose real merits

Zeller : Qutline of Greel philaguphy, p. 3,
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lie hidden nnder a heavy load of scholastic snrplusage.
They have not the halo of religion and mysticism which
makes the Vedinin and the other theological systems so
attractive to students of Hindu philosophy, while the
scholasticsubtlet ies of the most modern Nydya writers, such as
Siromani and Gadddhara, inspire positive terrorin untrained
minds. If the Nydye and Vaiseshika systems, therefore,
are to be popularized and their value to be recognized, it is
necessary to divest them of their excrescences. A large
mass of rubbish is to be found if the worksof modern Naiys-
yikas, and the task of extracting the pure ore out of it is
very difficnlt ; but it is worth performing. The process of
sifting and cleaning will have to he repeated several times
before we can really understand some of the profoundest
eouceptions that areinterwovenin these systems. Philosophy
is the stronghold of Tlindnism. and the system ‘of Ayiye
forms as it were the back-bone of Hindu philosophy. Every
other system accepts the fundamental principles of Vyiye
logic, while even where there are differences, the dissentients
often borrow the very arguments and phraseology of the
Nyaya for their own purpose. A study of the Nydya as
well ag |u/deshibe systems is therefore a necessary step to
a proper understanding of most of the systems. It forms as
it were an introduction to the general study of philosophy,
and hence no scholar who would seek the truth in the latter
¢an afford to neglect them.

Among the numerous systems of philosophy that have
been evolved in India during the last three thousand years.
the Nydye and Vaiseshiko occupy a unique position, both on
account of their cardinal doctrines and of the mass of
learning that has accumnulated around them. A general
view of these doctrines will not, therefore, be out of place
in a sketch like this. Nydye, which is the more compact
and perhaps also the more modern of the two, is much more
a system of dialectics than one of philosophy. The aphorisms
of Gotama and the works founded on them treat no doubt of
metaphysical and theological questions occasionally, bat



XTIV Tarka—-Saigraka.

they come iu rather as digressions thau as ingeparable parts
of the system. The Vaiseskife, ou the other hand, is
essentially o system of metaphysics with a disquisition ou
logic skilfully dovetailed into it by later writers. It is these
peculiarities which have earned them the name of logical
systems and which distinguish them from each other as well
as from other systems of Indian philosophy. These peculi-
arities must be carefully noted, for inattention to them has

led many to nusunderstand the true scope and functzon
of these systems.’

Glotema begins by enumerating 16 topies, which have
hecn erroneously called prddrtkas.” These topics are not a
classification of all sublunary things or categories. They
look like headings of so many chaptersin a treatise on logic.
Of these the first nine, iz, wayer, SHT,. WS(T. TTIAA, TETSH,
Rgwa, =EgT, a%, ond oy, coustitute what may  Le
called logie proper, while the last seven may be collectively
termed illegitimate or false logic. wwyor includes the four
proofs, Perception, Inference, Compurison and Word ;* while
afg comprises all objects which are known by means of
those proofs, wix. soul, body, organ, material qualities,
coguition, mind, etfort, fanlt, death, fruition, pain and
salvation.*  These mnultifarions things have obviously
nothing in common except the capacity of being known by
one or other of the above proofs; and (jofame accordingly
treats of them only in that light. He rarely troubles himself
about the nature or form of these things, or of their produe-
tivi  and  destruction, as Kupdde, for iustance, does.
This is the reason why (fofwma’s definitions of' soul, cognition.
mind, ete., only tell us how theyare known, but say nothing
as to what kind of things they are. (otamd’s theory of
kunowledge is essentially materinl. Pereeption is o physical
process consisting in the contact of organs with their
appropriate objects;® while Zaference. which is threefold,

! Logic in Sanskrit is des:gmxted by various names, such as Nydya,
Hetn-Tidyd, Ifeiu-S’ustm, Trneileshibi, Pmmamw&zstra, Tattea-S dstra,
Toarla-Vidyd, Vaddrthe, and Phalkiki-Sastra. Some of these names
are found in works of 4th and 5th centuries B, C,

2@ 8. 1,11, 3G,.8.1,1, 8.
*G&.8. 1,1, 9. fE.8.1,1,4

4
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ternal objects. Logic as a science of knowledge falls undevr
e, and is so treated in all Vaiseshiha treatises. Vaiseshikas
recognize only the first two of the four proofs mentioned
by Gotama,' and they differ from the Naiydyikas onsome
other points also. What specially distinguishes the Vaiseshi-
kas, however, is their remarkable power of analysis; and
their system may for that reason be appropriately called
analytical philosophy. They divide and subdivide each class
of things, and dissect every notion into its minutest com-
ponents. No doubt the process of analysis is sometimes car-
ried to an extreme where it ends into fruitless distictions,
but its influence on  philosophical speculations in
general must have been enormous. It is this feature
of the Vaiseshika system that has made it the source of all
liberal thought in Indian philosophy. None are so unres-
trained in their speculations, and none are such powerful
crities of time-worn prejudices as the followers of Kundda.No
wonder then that they were looked upon with distrust by the
orthodox school, and were labelled Ardha-Vaindsikas (Semi-
Buddhists) by their opponents.” The Vaiseshikas never de-
clared any open revolt against orthodox faith, nor is there
any reason for supposing that Kandde or his immediate fol-
lowers were atheists ; but the tendency of their doctrine
was none the less unmistakable. As the devout Lord Bacon
produced a Hume and a Voltaire in Europe, so the
Vaiseshika doctrines must have led ultimately to many
a heresy in India, such as those of the Bauddhas and the
Jainas.

A remarkable feature of both the Nyiya and.the Vaiseshi-
ke systems, as in fact of all the Indian systems of philoso-
phy, is the religious motive which underlies them. Religion
is the incentive to all these speculations, and religion is also
the test of their truth and utility. Salvation is the goal
which both Kandda and Gotamae promise the people as the
reward of a thorongh knowledge of their respective sys-

T B. P. Ben. ed p, 213.
2 Qankarichirya : Brahmu-Stiru-Bhdsh yo 11, 8. 18,
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tems.! Amidst all the differences one idea appears to be
common to all the ancient Indian systems, namely, that
knowledge is the door and the only door to salvation. Opin-
ions only differ as to what things are worth knowing. Conse-
quently the bitterest controversies have raged among these
rivals as to what thingsought to be known for the speedy at-
tainment of salvation. These controversies usnally take the
form of attacks on the rival classifications of categories as be
ing either defective or superfluous ovillogical. Another effect
of the religious character of these systems is the ~ discussion
of many apparently irrelevant topies which have made them
look somewhat heterogeneous and unsystematic. The many
digressions in the works of Gotama and Kouddn as well
as their followers are easily understood if we look to
the bearing which those topics have upon the end and
aim of philosophy. Take for instance the controversy
about non-eternity of sound.? What has the eternity
of sound to do with logic? Au jufercnce would
be just as right or wrong whether the words conveying
it are eternal or not. Dut the question of the eternity ol
sound is vitally connected with the infailibility of the Vedus
which are final authority in all matters of doubt; and all
orthodox systems, therefore, must have their say ou the
point. We thus find that questions of the most diverse
character are discussed wherever the context leads to them
while others more closely related to the subject are neglect-
ed. Hach system has consequently become a mixture as it
were of the fragments of several sciences such as logic,
metaphysics, psychology, aud thoology. This is not how-
ever a weakness as some superficial crities have supposed.
It arises from the very conception of a Darsana, and could
never have been avoided by those who in these systems
gought to provide a complete guide as it were to the road
to salvation. Indian philosophy is not singular in this
respect. Everywhere philosophy grows out of religious
instinets. The sense of dependence on supernatural powers
and a desire to conciliate them were the first incentives

[y S SR £ e ————

1G.8. L L1 V.8, 1, 1,4 G811, 2, 13
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which led men af a very early period to think of their
religinons well-being. 1’11110501)11%” says Zeller, ¢ just
begins when man experiences and acts upon the necessm&v
of explaining phenomena by means of natural causes.
The igsedu, the Brahmanas and the Upanishads abound in
passages showing how in Indin this feeling grew in inten-
sity until it beeame ihe ruling passion of the Brahmans.
Salvation was the sole purpose of life, and knowledge of
the universe was the weans to it.  The ancient Upanishads
were the repositories of the speculations which rose like
bubbles ont. of this fermentation of thought, and which
appear to have ultimately crystallized into the various
systems of philosophy.? Tn Greece philosophy tended to
hecome more and more ethical and worldly; in India it
could never free itself {rom its religious setting. This is
the reasen why in spite of additions and modifications
Tudian Dwrianas: never lost their original character com-
pletely. A history of ench of these systems is therefore a
history of its g¢radual evolution within certain limits,
while its rvclations ontside of them remained practically
unchanged.

The period before the rise of Buddhism is almost a
Dlank page. We know nothing of it except that a large
amount of free speculation must have been stored up at
that time in the Brikmunas and the Opanishads. The only
svstem which dates prior to Buddhism is the Sdakhya,
and possibly  the Vwiseshifa also; but all the other
Diarsanas arve presumably ot a post-Buddhistic origin, at
least in the form in which we possess them. In fact the
very notion of a system seems to be post-Buddhistic. The
severe conflict between Buddhism and Brahmanism which
stirred men’s minds in the century after Buddha's death
must have eompelled both the parties to svstematize the
doctrines aud express them in a compact methodical form.

1w

Zellers Nutline or" Giveel: Philosophy, p. 6.
" See wy papev entitled ¢ A Brief Survey of the Upanishads, »
J. B. B, R. A, Souety, Vol. XXIL p. 67.

»
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The same canse or canses which led the Buddhists to collect
their ethical and philosophical teachings in their suttas
during the period which elapsed between the first and the
second Couneil must have also induced their Brahman rivals
to compose similar works for the defence of Vedic ortho-
doxy. The two collections of aphorisms belonging to the
Prior and the Posterior Mimdmsds and known by the names
of Jaimini and Bddardyana respectively have a strong
controversial flavour about them, and appear to be the
first products of this reaction against Buddhism. The
aphorisms of Kandde and Gotama could not have been of
any prior date, and as we do not know of any Nydya or
Vaiseshika works older than these Sdzres, the history of
those systems may safely be said to begin in the 5th or the
4th century before Christ.

Roughly speaking the literature of the Nydye and
VaiSeshika systems extends over a period of 22 centuries,
that is, from about the 4th century B. C. till very recent
times, of which the last two hundred years, not being dis-
tinguished by any original works, may be left out of account.
The history may be divided into three periods: the first
from about 400 B. C. to 500 A. D., the second from thence
to 1300 A. D., and the third after that till the end of the
last century. The only known representatives of the first
period are the two collections of aphorisms going under the
name of Gotama and Kandda respectively, and perhaps the
scholium of Prasastapdda also; but there must have ex-
isted other works now lost. The second period is pre-
eminently distinguished by a series of commentaries on
these Satras beginning with Vétsydyana and comprising
several works of acknowledged authority. The third
period saw the introduction of independent treatises and
commentaries on them which at last dwindle down into
short manuals like Tarka-Sangraka and Tarke-Kaumuds.
These three periods also mark three successive stages in the
development of the two systems. The first may be called the
age of the formation of doctrines in the Stéras; the second
that of their elaboration by commentators; and the third that
of their systematization by writers of special treatises. The
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first {s characterised by great originality and freshuess, the
second by a fulness of details, and the third by scholastic
subtlety ultimately leading to decadence. These divisions
may sometimes overlap, for we have treatises like Tdrkifa-
rakshd and Sapta-padirth; before the 14th oentury, SO we
have commentaries on the Sdatras, like Sankara Midra’s
Upaskéra, and Visvandtha's Vryittl, written afterwards. This
does not however affect our general conclusion that the
writings of the 14th century and onwards are in marked
contrast with those of the preceding age. The exact duratiou
of these periods may have varied a little in the case of the
two systems, but the order is the same. The mutunal rela-
tion of these two systems, however, appearsto have changed
at different times. During the first period they seem to
have been two different systems, independent in origin but
treating of the same topics and often borrowing from each
other. Vidzsydyana regards them as supplementary.' In the
second period, however, they become somewhat antagonis-
tic, partly owing to an accumulation of points of difference
between the two, and partly on account of the alliance of
the Vaiseshikes with the Buddhists. The third period saw
the amalgamation of the two systems, and we come across
many works, like the Turka-Sangraka for instance, in which
the authors have attempted to select the best portions of
each and construct from these fragments a harmonious sys-
tem of their own. This is a curious phenomenon, no doubt,
and we do not yet sufficiently know the causes which
brought about these successive changes in the attitude of the
exponents of these two systems towards each other ; but
the fact is important in as much as it must have been a
powerful factor in moulding both of them. At any rate it
accounts for the difficulty, which every student meets with
at the thfeshold, whether to regard these systems as really
supplementary or antagonistic to each other. They are
spoken of as both, and yet no Sanskrit writer seems to have
perceived the inconsistency of doing so. The only
explanation that can at present be suggested is that the

! V4t, on Gy 8. L, 1, 4.
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Lwing after quarrelling for some time reunited under the in-
iluence of a reaction.

Having premised so much we may proceed to consider
the three periods in order ; and the first thing we shall have
to do is of course to fix the age of the Satras of Fotuma
and Kunide. They are the recognized basis of the Nydya
aud the Vuideshile systems, and they are so far as we
kunow the oldest works on those systems. Not that they
were the first of their kind; perhaps they were preceded by
cruder attempts of the same gort that have perished ; perhaps
the present works are improved editions of older ones. For
all practical purposes, however, the works of Kendde and
(Gotama may be taken as the starting points for the two
systems. Now before adverting to the evidence that exists
for determining the dates of these two Sasras it is necessary
to notice one or two misconceptions that would otherwise
hinder our task. The first of these isthe confasion that is often
made between the system and the Si/v work expounding
it ; and the second is a similar want of distinetion between
the systems as a whole and the particular doctrines com-
posing it. The three things, «iz., (Fofuma’s work, the Nydya
system, and the individual doctrines embodied in it, are
quite distinct, and ought not to be confounded with one
another. They may for anght we know have originated at
different times, and no inference can therefore be safely
drawn as to the probable date of the one from any ascertained
taect relating to the other. The fact for instance that some
of the Vaiseshikn doctrines are controverted in Bidurd yuna’s
Brahmwa-Siérus' has been made the ground for inferring
that ANupida’s Sitras were composed prior to those of
Bitdariyana, and yet there are cogent reasons for believing
that they were of o mueh later orvigin. We must therefore

suppose that the doctrines controverted in Bralma-Sitras
existed prior to their incorporation into a regular system

as set out in Awpdda’s work. Similarly many of the argu-.
ments as to the relative priority of Nydye and Vaideshita
systems are based on assumptions made from some doectrines
of the one being cited or refuted by the other. Such argu-

' Brahma-Sitras, 11, 2, 11, et seq.«
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ments however are misleading and often produce confusion.
The Nydya doctrine of wrgeprdary must have existed before
the rise of Buddhism and even before the formation of the
Sankhya system, the oldest works of which con-
trovert it. Does it follow therefore that Gotama
and Kandds preceded both the Sdnkhyas and  the
Bauddhas ? And if so, how are we to account for
the fact that several doctrines of the Sdnkkyas as well as the
DBruddhas are in their turn quoted in the Satras of both
these authors ? Here is a dilemma which can only be solved
by supposing that the doctrine of sygepraarg and many others
like it subsequently adopted by the Naiydyikas and Vaiseshi-
/s must have formed topics of hot discussion long before
the Sutras of Gotemae and Kundde were composed. In
like manner, even supposing that the system as such ex-
isted at or before a particular date it will not be right to
argue that Kapdda’s Sitras also must have existed at that
time.' Nor should it be supposed that the whole system
as conceived later is to be found in these works. INany
doctriues now looked upon as cardinal principles of Vaise-
shikee philosophy, are conspicuous by their: absence iu
Kandda’s work, such as, for instance, Adidve as a seventh
category, the last seven qualities, and the doctrine of
Visesha.” This much however is certain, that when the
Sitras were composed the two systems had assumed a
detinite form which was never to be substantially changed.
There are important gaps that were filled up afterwards;
but the skeleton is there and it is the skeleton that gives
shape to the body. The process may have been something
like this. First bold thinkers started theories of their own
ou the burning guestions of the day, and then these theories
after much discussion ecrystallized into specific doctrines
such as those of srgew1d, wwatg and others. The ancient
Upanishads abound in passages in which we find such
definite principles being actually worked out of a mass of
general speculations. The next step is for some eminent

! Colebrooke’s Misvelluisous Essuys, Vol. L, p. 354, Cowell’s note,
V.81, L, 41,1, 651, 2 3,
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teacher to adopt and develop some of these doctrines and
form a school which might in time grow up into a system.
The difference between a school and a system is that of
degree. A school adopts a theory about a particular
phenomenon, while a system aims at explaining consist-
ently the whole order of nature by reducing several of these
theories into harmony. Awdulomin, Késakritsna, Bidari,
and many others whose names occur in the philosophical
Sdtras, seem to have been founders of the schools which
preceded the regular systems. The system when thus
formed required an authoritative exposition, and many
must have been the failures of inferior persons, before a
master mind like Gotama or Kandda could produce a work
that would live into futurity. The present Sdiras of
Kandda and Gotams must, therefore, be regarded as re-
presenting the end rather than the commencement of this
evolutionary process. They did not originate the systems,
they only stereotyped them, by giving them as it were a
body and shape. Besides, it is probable that the fashion
of propounding philosophical systems in the form of Satras,
if not the systems themselves, cameinto vogue after the
rise of Buddhism. The ethical teachings of Guutama Buddha
were expressed in the shape of pithy sentences which were
easy to remember and possessed a certain attraction for the
popular mind. The Brahmans, probably with a desire to
beat their rivals with their own weapons, composed Sutras
on their own philosophical systems modelled on the Bud-
dhistic suttas, and possessing in some cases literary finish
of a very high order. The necessity of meeting their op.
ponents in controversies which became frequent from this
time compelled the orthodox philosophers to put their card-
inal doctrines in a definite shape ; and this they did by ex-
pressing them in an incisive and dogmatic form so as to
produce immediate conviction. The uncompromising tone
and rigid logic of these post-Buddhistic Sutras are in strong
contrast with the loose reasoning and poetical imagery which
abound in earlier philosophical books, such as the Upanish-
ads. While morality was the stronghold of the Buddhists,
philosophy was their weakest poiut in these eurly times ;
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naturally the shrewd Brahmans cultivated this latter branch
with the greater vigour in order to outshine their rivals. The
Satras of Juimini and Bidardyana must have been composed
with some such object in view ; and the example, once set,
was of course followed by other teachers belonging to the
orthodox party.

It is difficult to determine the chronological order of
the several systems of philosophy, and the attempts hither-
to made have not been very successful. The Sdnklya system
and many of the doctrines of the VaiSeshikas, if not the
whole of their system, are most probably Pre-Buddhistic.
The Vaiseshiko system pre-supposes the Sdnkiye, and there
is evidence to show that the Twiseshike not only preceded
Buddhism and Jainism, but directly contributed to the rise
of those sects, many of their peculiar dogmas being closely
allied to Vuiseshife theories. Tho Buddhistic doctrines of
total anihilation, for instance, is oulya farther and an inevi-
table development of the Vuiseskika doctrine of srgemrdarss
while the categories or Paddirthas of the latter find their
counterpart in the five ﬁstilaﬁyas or essences of the Jainas.
The atomic theory moreover is largely adopted by the
Jainas, and even enters into their legendary my-
thology. The epithet Ardha-Vaindsikas or Semi-Bud-
dhists, contemptuously bestowed upon the Vaiseskita by
Sdnkardchirya,’  concealed a historical truth, if the
Vaiseshikas as suggested above +were the half-hearted
precursors who by their materialistic speculations paved
the way for the extreme radicalism of Gawtwma Buddha. The
Vaiseshika school is specifically named in the sacred texts
of the Jainas and also in the Lalita-Vistira.? Several of
their doctrines are refuted in Bidardyanc’s Brakma-Sitras,
and.it is possible that they may have existed then in some
systematic form. As to the other systems, the two Mimdinsds
appear to have come immediately after the rise of Buddhism
and before the advent of the Nydyz and the Yoge. Neither

! Bee foot-note supra.
" Webers History o Dndian Literature, p. 236, {gol=note,

D
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Bidurayana nor Jaimini refers to any pecuhal Nydya doc-
trine, while the few aphorisms in Bidariyana’s work which
mention )0y« look like interpolations. It will be shown
presently that (/ofwme himself borrows from Bidarayand’ s
work.!

Tooking to the sifres, however, the two Jimdaamsa collec-
tions appear to be the oldest of them, while the works of
tfotamn and Kondda come next in succession. The date of
Jaimini and Béduriyane, who quote each other and might
have been contemporaries, is not yet settled. They are
certainly aware of the Buddhistic sect, many of whose doc-
trines they quote and refute.” The two Mimdrsi Sitras
therefore could not have heen composed before the Gth
century B. (. They may for the present be assigned to the
5th or the earlier part of the 4th century B. C. The Suéres
of Gotamnand Kundde must be still later productious, as
will appear from a comparison of them with the Brakme-
Sitras. The opening sifres of both Gotama and Kanddo
appear to recognize the Veddintic doctrine of knowledge
being the means to salvation; while throughout their works
whenever they treat of soul, salvation, pain, knowledge,
and such other topics, their language seems to be strongly
tinged with Vedintic notions. The phraseology is often the
same, anud in several places even direct references to the
Brahma-Sutras may be detected ‘in these works. For example
the Vaiseshiku sitrds, fFew zfa fEeraas  srasgwrs:  aud
it appear to be answers to Bddurdyana’s objections
to the eternity of atoms*; while the Sitre sEfa@ I=mw
HfaRETanTaEs. is evidently aimed at the Veddntic view
explained in the four preceding satras, that the Soul is to
be known ouly through Sru7i.% Similarly V. 8.1V, 2, 2-3
controvert the Teddntin’s view that our body is formed by

Garbe holds that Vwiscskila was prior to Nydyw: Vide, Die
Samkhya Philosophie, p. 116.

2 Brahwo-Siire 11, 2, 18, et seq; Mimdinsd-Sitra 1, 2, 33: see also
Colebrooke's Miscellaneous Essuys, Vol. I, p. 364,
TY.S8.1V,1, 4-5. L Brahma-Sitra 11, 2, 14- 15
V.8, 11, 2, 9. Cf. also G, 8. 111, I, 28-30.



Tutroduction. - XXVII

the unjon of five or threec elements.! Again many of the
terms used by Awndda, such as AfEeT, fow, NIvIeHT, and
saTeaTe. appear to be horrowed from Bddariyana. The same
holds good of (fotwma. In several places he propounds
views very similar to well-known [Iedintic doctrines’s
while a comparison of G. S. III, 2, 14 with Braima-
Sitra 11,1, 24 will show that (fofema borrows even
illustrations and arguments from Bddurdyana® G. 8. 11, 1,
167" would likewise show that (fotama was also posterior
to Jaimin/. It may be argued that the borrowing may have
been on the other side, or that the particular sd@fres may
be later additions. But we must in such cases judge by the
wkole tone and drift of authors. While in all the cases
noted above the topics form essential parts of the two
Mmdhsi systems, they come only incidentally in the works
of Kuanidu and (Gotewa. We can, therefore, confidently
assert that the works of (Jotwma and Kundde, as we have
them at present, cannot be older than the 4th century B. C.

The question as to the relative priovity of these two sys-
rams per se is beset with many ditficulties. Opinions have
been advanced on both sides.  Chandralkinta  Tarkilankira,
in the preface to his edition of  niseshiku-sitras, strongly
contends for the priovity of 1wisesh/ke system, while others
maintain  the opposite view.® (roldstiicker calls the
Fudieshifn ouly o branch of the Nydye withont deciding
their relative priority « while Weber is undecided on the
point. Mueh of the confusion, however. on this point can
be avoided by making a distuction,asalready noted, between
the Vuiteshiba system aund the Vivseshili sitras. There
are strong gronuds for believing, as Mr. Tarkilonkire
contends, that the 1a/seshils system preceded Gotmmna’s and
vet the Sitrasof Kawnddae or atleast many ofthem, may be ofa

U Bralina-Satra 11, 2, 21-22. ©Cf, G.S, IV, 1, (4.
Y WA AT R TRTE qgEma | (fotama-Sitra; STEERTIHAT-
A7 H7 oAtz | Braloma-Siti,
' FremryrgraargaTaana Ao G 8. I 1, 61,
¢ Bhiwdchirya @ Nydya-Kosha, Intro., b, 2-3, note.
" Goldstiicker's Pagini, p. 153,
Weber « History or Indian Litcraturey p. 245,
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later date. The fact that, while |a/seshibe doctrines are
noticed in Bidardyana’s Brakma-Sttras, Gotama’s system
is not even once alluded to, shows that some Vaiseshita
doctrines at least were promulgated wuot ouly before
Gotama  but even before the composition of the
Brakma-Sitras. Vitsyiyana's remark that omissions in Gota-
ma’s workareto be supplied from the cognate system of the
Vaiseshikas muy likewise be taken to imply that that system
existed before Gotama’s time'; while the latter’s reference to
a wfqasxtagrea,’ by which he probably means doctrines
taught by some allied school such as the Vaideshikas would
support such an inference. The posteriority of Gotama may
also be inferred from the fact that many topics summarily
disposed of or imperfectly discussed by Kanide are fully
treated by him, as for instance inference, fallacies, eternity
of sound, and the nature of soul. It is true that some of
these arguments would also prove that Kandda’s sutras were
anterior to Gotama’s work, and it is possible that a collec~
tion of Vaideshika sitras was known to Gotama. But we
must also take account of the fact that several satras in the
present collection of Kandda’s aphorisms appear to be sug-
gested by Gotama’s work.

V. 8. 101, 2, 4,° for instance, is clearly an amplifica-
tion of G. 8. I, I, 10.* V. 8. III, 1, 17° again gives an
illustration of the wRsrea®x fallacy, although the name,
strange to say, is nowhere explained throughout Aandda’s )
work. The word is, however, used by Gotama as 4 defini-
tion of w=afarwr, and it is possible that the author of the
Vaiseshika sitras borrowed it from him, and wrongly used
it as the name of the fallacy. These sitras, therefore, if

! Vét, on G. 8. 1, 1, 4. 2G.8.1,1,29.
¥ g T TUF ABTETITCATHIEAAT (EIRr

VaiseshiLa-Satra.
* (BRI IRFAAAAN FERA | Golama-Satra.
5 AN AERTRNUR TATTCAFEIIGIRTON, |
¥ oPrrPaE: g 6. 8. 1, 2, 46,
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not the whole work of Kundde, must have been composed
after Gotama’s work was published. Now there are good
reasons for suspecting that Aunddn’s work, as we have it at
present, contains a large number of aphorisms which have
been either modified or added in after times. A comparison
of Kandda’s sttras, as found in our printed editions, with
the Bldshys of Prasastapdde shows that many of the siiras
are not explained by the scholiast and were probably unknown
to him.! Moreover, all these suspicious aphorisms
relate to topics that look like having been suggested after-
wards. The practice of making such interpolations in
ancient works is not uncommon in Indian literature. The
Sénkhya-Sitras are notoriously modern productions, though
ascribed to an ancient Riski ; and even the Brakma-Sitrasof
Biédariyana lie under the suspicion of being tamperéd with.
The loose and unsystematic arrangement of the Vaiseshika
aphorisms must have considerably facilitated the task of
an interpolator, while such liberties could not have been
easily taken with the more compact and finished produc-
tion of Gofamna.?

The most reasonable conclusion that may be drawn
from the foregoing facts is that, although we can say no-
thing definite abont an original collection of Vaiseshika
aphorisms, the present work of that name is comparatively
modern.  We have no materials at present to fix its proba-
ble age. Kapddu is a mythical personage and is variously
styled Kdsyapa, Kanabhaksha or Kanabhuk. The latter

! See the excellent conspectus showing the sifras corresponding to
each section of Prasasiapdda’s scholinm, prefixed to the Benares Edi-
tion of that work.

? Mahaméahopidhyiya Satischandra Vidyabhushan thinks that only
the 1st book of Nydya-Sutras was composed by Alshapada, while the
2nd, 3rd and 4th books bear marks of different hands. The later books
contain passuges from Laildvatira Siira of Yougdachara Budhistic
school, the Jadhyamila Sitra of Nagarjuna and Sutaka of .»?rymlem
all composed about 300 A. D. Vatsyayana is said to have collected allthe
later additions together. Sce Bhandarkur Commemoration Volume p.161.

. *P.B.Ben, ed, p. 200; V. 8. Up. Calc. ed, ‘p. 160-1; Prikdinda-
Sesha. :



XX Tarka-Sangraka.

two appellations are, of course, paraphrases ol K anddu,
which literally means ¢« an eater of seeds or atoms. 7' The
name is said to be derived from his having lived upoun pick-
ed-up grain-seeds while practising austerities: more probably
it is a derisive appellation invented by antagonists for
his atomic theory. The system is also called . lulibya
Dariana,’ and a pretty old tradition is told that God
Mahadeva pleased by the austerities of the sage Kanddu
appeared to himinthe guise ofan owland revealed the system
which the latter subsequently embodied in the Sduéras.?
A Rishi named Ulake is mentioned in the Makdbhirata,
but nothing can be said as to what counection he had with
the Vaiseshika system. The name ﬁzel«ﬁ/aya is, however,
considerably old, being mentioned by Udyotakdra and Kumd-
rila,  The name Vaiseshika occurs even in the scholinm
of Prasastapdida, who also refers to the tradition about God
Mahideva just mentioned.’ Vdyu-Purdnae makes Alsha-
plhda, Kandda and Ulake sons of Vydse,® but no reliance
can be placed on such an authority.

It has been already shown that the present collection
of Vaiseshika aphorisms is posterior to the ith century
B. C., and the references to it contained in Vitsydyani’s
commentary on Gofema’s work prove that it must have
existed before the 5th century A. D. Vidsyiyana
mentions it as wHTAEgeEw, enumerates, the six  ca-
tegories * and actually quotes one aphorism of Kandda.®

! Sugiura on the authqrity of a Chinese work fshili Jutsulki says he
was called rice-eater because he used to go out and eat rice obtained
from women, while he was called Ulfika, because he lived in a
mountain and was very ugly. Vide Sugiura’s Hindu Logic as preserved
in China and Jupan p. 14.

2 Supo, D. 8. Cule. ed. p. 110.

° Bhimfchirya : Nydya-Kosha, Intro, p 2.

Nydya-Vartika, Bibl. Ind. p. 168 ; Tunlra-Vdrtika 1,, 1, 4.

®p. B. Ben. ed. p. 234.

8 See the verses quoted in P. B. Ben. ed. Intro. p. 10.

T ST FATUEHEAET ARG ST | gRaT ArsTRASEIT |
I"it.on G. 8.1, 1, 9.

® geifgwrolt awrga gr@ (V. 8.1, 1.16) @wgam@m Sq seam@iar-
TOITEE =R EsAr: ete.  17dl on G. 8. 11, 2, 36.
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This is the utmost that we can say with certainty about the
age of Kapdda’s work. The date of Prasastapida, the earli-
est scholiast of Kandda, is equally uncertain. He canuot
be the same as the 2iski Prasasta mentioned in the FPrace-
ridhyiya of Baudhdyana~-Sitre for Baudhdyara-Sitra being
composed before the 4th century B. C.," Prasastapdda and
w_fortiori Kandde would have to be placed long before that
time. Prasasiapides hus ulso been identified with Gotama,
the author of Vydya-Sitras,” but it seems to be a mistake.
So no inference as to the age of the Vaiseskila-Sitras can
be drawn from the date of the commentator. The six ca-
tegories as well as the proofs are mentioned in the medical
work of Churala, who has been identified with Patofjuli,
the author of the Muhdbhishya.® DBut even if this
identity is correct, the original work of Charake hav-
ing been subsequently recast and enlarged by Lridia-
huler, particular passages from it cannot be relied upon for
historical purposes.

Happily we can obtain better results in the oase of
Gotama’s work. That it is posterior to the rise of Buddhism
ix evident on its face, for Buddhistic doctrines are expressly
wentioned therein.* It is also, as has been alrcady shown,
later than the latter part of the fifth century B. C., the
time ol Daduriyana’s Brakma-Sitras which, while refuting
Vaiseshika doctrines, make no mention of the cognate school
of  Naigdyikes.  (Goldstiicker says that both Kdfyiyana
and Potagjuli knew of the Nydya Sutras.’ Now Pataijali
is suid to have written his great work about 140 B. C. °%;
but Kityiyana’s date is not so certain. According to a story ,
told in  Kurhi-Sarit-Sdgara, Kdtyiyana was a pupil of
Upararshe and a minister of king Nands who reigned about
350 B. C. © Goldstiicker makes light of the authority of

! Bithler : Sacred Laws ( S. B. E. Series ) Part I Apastamba, Intro.
p. XXII. 2 Bhimécharya : Nydya Kosha Iuniro. p. 2.

8 Paruma-Lughu-Manjisha. A verse said to be from Yogabija calls
Putufjali, a writer on three sciences, grammar, medicine, and Yoya.

*G.8. 111, 2, 11-13. ® Goldstiicker’s Pcpini, p. 157. © Ibid p. 234.

T Kathd-Sarit-Sayare 1. 5 ; Max  Miiller : History or dncient Suns-
krit Literatuse, p. 240.
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Kathi-Sarit-Ségara, but it is hard to believe that such a
story could have got currency without some sort of founda-
tion. If the story is true the J.‘fydya-&m’as would have to
be placed before 350 B. C. Kdtydyana's date is now genera,l—
ly taken to be about the middle of the 4th century B. C.
and so Goteme will have to be placed before that t1me.
There is another fact which confirms this conclusion. Subara
Srdmin, the scholiast on Jaimini’s Sutras, often quotes an
ancient author whom he calls Bhagardn Upurcorsha, and
who must have, therefore, lived a long time before him.
This Upararshae is said to have written commentaries on
both the Mimdimse Sdtras.? If he be the same as the reput-
ed teacher of Kdtyiyans above mentioned, he must have
lived in the first part of the 4th century B. C.” Now a
passage quoted by Sabara Scdmin from the commentary of
this Upavarsha® shows that he was intimately acquainted
with Gotema’s system and largely adopted its doctrines.
Gotama’s work must, therefore, have beecn composed be-
fore the 3rd century B. C., that is, it belongs to the 4th cen-
tury B. C.}

" There is another piece of evidence, which, though ap-
parently conﬂmtmg with the above conclusion, really sup-

ports it. Apastamba the author of the Diarma-Sitra, knew
both the Purca and the Uttnre Mimdnsd systems, but not

the Nydya. It is true that ﬁpastamba in two passages of

Lggeling’s S'dtapalha-Brahmana ( S. B, B, Series ) Intro. p, 30.

* Colebrooke's Misccllancous Essays, Vol. 1. p. 357.

3 Another story in Somadeva-Bbatta’s :Kathd-Sarit-Siyara makes
him live in Pitaliputra during the reign of Nande, ¢. ¢., about 350 B, C;
but no reliance can be placed on the chronological data furnished by
this book in the absence of other ¢vidence.

4 S"dbam-Bluishya, Bibl, Ind. p. 10 ; for an English translation of the
passage see Colebrooke’s Miscellaneous Kssays, Vol. 1. p. 328,

® This conclusion will not be affected by any date that may be assign-
ed to Panini. Goldstiicker places Panini long before the rise of Bud-
dhism and holds that he did not know Gotama’s work. Pénini mentions
the word =T but only in the sense of a syllogism or rather a thesis, such
a8 those in Jaimini’s work, See (uldstiicker's Pdaini, p- 152,

& Biihler : Sacred Luws ( B. B. E. Series ) Part I pratam/za, Intro.
P. xxvii.
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his work uses the word =grg and =rrofag respectively’s but
there he clearly refers to Pdrea-3imdsmsd,and not tothe system
of Gotama. Nor is this use of the word uncommon in ancient
writings. The fact that the word sgr7, which was subsequent-
Iy monopolized by the followers of Gotama, is applied

by Apastamba to the system of Jauimini, shows that at his
time Gotama’s system was either unknown, or at least

S0 new as not to have attaine lany wide celebrity. ﬁpastamba
according to Bithler must have lived before the third
century B. €. and even 150 or 209 vears carlier?; but his
knowledge of the two Mimdsmsis shows that he could not
have lived long before 400 B. C. Gofama’s work must there-
fore be assigned to the end of the 5th or the beginning of
the 4th Century B. C. ‘
. It is needless to state after this that our Gotame is quite
different from Gotaemae the author of a Dharma-Sitra,
who preceded Boudhdyans and was « jfortiori prior to
Apestamba®s nor has he anything to do with the mythical

sage of that name mentioned in the Rémdyana and Muahd-
bhirate as the son of Ufathye and the husband of Akilya.

Nothing is known about the personality of our author, and
it is even doubtful whether his real name was Gofama or

(vautame. Being a Brahman he could not have belonged to
the race from which the founder of Buddhism sprang. He
is also called Akshopddn or Akshacharans, but the origin
of the name is not known. Some have conjectured that the
cpithet was a nick-name given to Gofams for his peculiar
theory of sensual perception, and means one who stands or
walks upon organs of sense (syar ); but there is no an-
thority for this. At any rate the author, whoever he may
be, possessed great originality and a grasp of general
principles that enabled him to systematize the science of
logic for the first time. He cannot, however, be said to
have founded it, for logical rules seem to have prevailed
even before his time. Manu proclaims the need of reason
for a correct understanding of the sacred law*, while

t ﬁpastamba-Dharma-Sdtra 11, 4, 8, 13 ; and 11, 6, 14, 13.

? Bihler s Sacred Laws ( 8. B. E. Series ) Part I, ,?pasmmba, Intro.
p. xliii.

4 Ihid. p. xx and Iv. * Mer-Soipits xii, 106,
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Bidurdyane goes to the other extreme of declaring
the utter futility of our reasoning power to discover
truth.! Besides, it is quite obvious that, unless the art
of reasoning had been practised for a long time previous, and
had been considerably developed, neither the philosophical
speculations in the Upanishads nor the rise of heretical
sects. such as the Chdredhas, Douddhas and Jainas,
could have beeu possible. What then did Gotama achieve ?
What is his place in the history of Indian logic ? This
is an interesting question, and would, if satistactorily
answered, throw & flood of light on the early history of
Indian philosophy.

(Fotama was certainly not the pioneer. The very fact that
Le has evolved a logical system complete and well knit in
all essential respects would lead us to suspect that he must
have used materials left by his predecessors and profited by
their errors. This is not a mere inference however, for
Vitsydyana in his Commentary on G. 8. I, 1, 52, actually
tells us that there was a school of Naiydyikas who required
ten premises in a syllogism, and that Gofama reduced their
number to five.” This is quite probable, for Indian systema-
tists always favour brevity, and even Gotama’s five premis-
es were subsequently reduced hy others to three. Gotams
therefore, must have been preceded by other labourers in the
same fleld whose works have been eclipsed by his
superior treatise. External evidence would lead us even
a step further. The two passages from Apastamba’s Diarma-
Sutra, referred to above, show that the word =qre was
formerly applied to Puarsa-Mimdmsé. Similar passages are
also found in many ancient Smyitis and also some modern
works in which the same word or its derivatives are nsed in
connsction with Jaimini’s system. So late a writer as
Madharbchirya ealls his epitome of Jaimini’s work sxraHTHT-
v, while many other Wimdwmsé works have TT 48
part of their title. The varioustheses propounded in Jaiming’s
work are called Nydyas, and even Pénini uses the word

! Brahma-Satre 11, 1, 11.
!Vt on 3, 8, 1., 82.

-



Introduction. XXXV

in a similar sense.” How then are we to explain the fact
that a word so generally used by the Mimdrsakes came
afterwards to designate the rival and totally dissimilar
system of Gotama. Asa general rule we find that when a
new school arises it coins its own phraseology to distingnish
itself from its predecessors. In this case, however,the followers
of Gotams appropriated an old word, and that word stuck
to them so fast as to become afterwards their exclusive
property. The explanation, it seems, lies in the fact that
the science of logic which afterwards developed into a
separate system was originally the child of Paree-Mimdnsd.

Aunlogy of other arts and sciences points to the same
conclusion. All sciences in India appear to have sprung
out of sacrificial necessities. Astronomy was founded on
the rules by which Vedic Riskis ascertained the correct
time for performing periodical sacrifices, from the
movements of heavenly bodies. While medicine had its
germ in the analysis of the properties of Soma plant
and other sacrificial substances, music was first
cultivated by the Udgdtri priest for singing his
Séman hymns, and a knowledge of architecture and geo-
metry was found to be esseutial in constructing the sacri-
ficial pandal and the Véds. Itis probable, therefore, that
the art of reasoning also originated in some requirement of
the all important sacrifice. Such requirements were mainly
two, the correct interpretation of vedic texts on which the
due performance of the sacrifices depended, and victory in
the philosophical and other discnssions which were usually
held in the intervals of sacrifices. It was a special function
of the Brakman priest to give decisions on any disputed points
that might arise in the course of a sacrifice, and this he
could not have done unless he was amaster of ratiocination.
Such decisions which may be likened to the chairman’s
rulings in a modern assembly, are scattered through the
ancient Brdhmanas, and are collected " together as so many
Nydyas inthe ancient Parca-Iimdmsé aphorisms of Jaimind.
The philosophical disquisitions were collected in the various

1 Pigini’s Sdira 111, 2, 122,
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Upanisheds and produced the system of Utlarv-Mimiinsi.
Jaimini lays down many rules of exegesis which seem to be
the direct progenitors of the logical rules of Gofama. The vari-
ous tests for instance illustrated in the third chapter of
Jaimini’s attempt to determine whether a rite ora Vedicdirec-
tion is prineipal or auxiliary are only so many varieties of
inference. The farg: so often mentioned by Jaimini must have
suggested the ¥g and srqZsr of Gofama and Kandda respec-
tively. We may therefore suppose that it is the Mimdmsarkas
who, first prompted by exegetical necessity, developed
sundry rules of logic which they illustrated by means of
what they called Vydyas or theses. When therefore Manu
or Apastamba speaks of g% or wgra we must understand by the
term these rules of inference as applied to Vedic interpre-
tation. The utility of these rules for other purposes, founded
as they mainly are on the broad basis of common sense,
could not have but been perceived very soon and naturally
taken advantage of. This secularization so to say of these
exegetical rules of Parva-Mimdmsi gave birth to a science
which was at first known by tke name of syefifersy. It
probably got its modern appellation of Nydya, when Gotama
raised it into a philosophical system by including in his
treatise disquisitions on sundry metaphysical topics, .such
as the origin of knowledge, eternity of sound, nature of proof
and the agency of God. If this hypothesis is correct, we
can form a tolerably clear idea of the task Gotema set before
himself and which he has performed so admirably. From
a bundle of experimental rules which were known only as
a secular art called syreffeyat and said by some to be subsidi-
ary to srgq9¥®, Gotame evolved a system which at omce
became the rival of the two Mimdsmsdsand which from thence
forward exercised astrong sway over generations of Indian
Pandits. Gotama can very well be compared in thisrespect with

Aristotle or Immanuel Kant. Nay in one sense his influ-
ence has been even greater; for Kant and Aristotle failed to

supplant their predecessors completely, while Gotama con-
structed a new system, as it were, which eclipsed all previ-
ous attempts and which has from his time become the sole
standard for posterity.
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The work of Grotama differs in many respects from that
of Kundda. While the former is methodical and details a
system of logic practically complete, the latter discloses no
consistent aim and no arrangements of parts. It has the~
the appearance of a loose bundle of critical notes on the
principal philosophical topics of the day. This fact raises
a doubt as to whether Kandda’s aphorisms were ever thereal
basis of the Vaiseskika system as we find it now. The oldest
exponent of the complete system as described in all modern
Vaiseshika works is Prasastapbda, and he may for aught
we know, be its real founder also. The supposition is not
so improbable as it might appear at first sight. Almost
all the peculiar doctrines that distinguished the later
Vaiseshikas from the Naiydyikas and other schools are to
be found in Prasastapida’s work and are conspicuously absent
in Kandde’s Sttras. The doctrines about fgex, qresteats,
fasmrsiaanT, and several others, which are regarded as pecu-
liarities of the Taiseshika system, are not even touched
upon in Kandda’s aphorisms, although they are pretty fairly
discussed in Prasastapdda’s Bhiskya. The seven categories
on which the whole Vaiseshika system is based are probably
an afterthought ; and even the doctrine of &Esty which ac-
cording to some gave the name to the system appears to be
a later development. Kandda restricts the word e3sf ( cate-
gories properly so called ) to three things only, =g murand
w#;' Prasastapdds enlarges the number to six, and some
later anthor added srwrs.?

It is true that the aphorism m&ﬁrirwgm; ESTUNERET-
AFIASTIEAITATET qETATAT  QITEIRGeq gt gergrar: iag-
farfy:® enumerates the six categories ; but this aphor-
ism is most probably a later interpolation. It is in-
ordinately long, unlike other aphorisms of Kandda, and
contains a number of distinet propositions that would

& gy geagowwg 1 V. 8. VIII, 2, 3,
? Beveral Mss. of Pradastapdda’s Bhishya end with the colophon
R AR FATETETTS W FATER
2V.8. 1.1, 4
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have sufficed for half & dozen Safres. Besides it is very
awkwardly worded if not positively ungrammatical. A com-
parison of this aphorism with the opening passage of
Prasastepida’s scholium leaves hardly any doubt about its
spuriousness.  Praiastapida’s passage runs thus s—
EETTOENATATE S FTGRTTIIAT 00 wraiat araed s aersre
FaTEey: | asNETSEaHegwrEAizy U

Now one of these two passages must be an adaptation of
the other. According to Kirandcali, this passage of Prasasto-
plde explains only the first three sairas of Kandde, which
implies that the fourth Sutra quoted above was unknown
to the scholiast. Hence if Kirandrali is to be believed, the
aphorism must be the later of the two. Sridhara, the anthor
of Nyiya-Kandali, speaks to the same effect. In introducing
the last sentence he says that it was added to remove any
apparent inconsistency between the preceding sentence and
Kundda’s second aphorism adrsvgzam:Saaias: € O |
The inconsistency is that while according to the scholiast
knowledge of categories is the means of fRistow, Kondda
spenks of it as resulting from wal; and this inconsistency is
removed by the scholirst by adding that the knowledge of
categories itself springs from g asrevealed in divine com-
mandments. So according to Sridhara this last clunse is
an addition of the scholiast intended to remove the apparent
inconsistency, and yet it is summed ap in the opening words
of the fourth Stére, qwt Fireswgarg. Either these wordsor the
whole aphorism must therefore have Leen suggested by
Prasastapida’s passage. If the aphorism, as it stands now,
had existed before, there would have been no gy, and
therefore no necessity for Prafastapida’s additional clause
AP ATSTHIZATRT.  We must, therefore, suppose
that the aphorism was added by some later writer in order
to supply what appeared to him an oversight of Konbda.
Besides, the fact that there should Lave been even the
suspicion of a contradiction between the enumeration of six
categories and Kandda’s second sttra proves that the six

'P. B. Ben. ed. pp. 6, 7.
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categories were not thought of by Kanddz and were for the
first time mentioned by his scholiast, Prasastapdda. We
must, therefore, construe the aplorism I 1R TwanENg’
as implying that Kwpdds mentioned only three- categories
towhich the scholinst added three more, while the seventl was
added still later.” Ifanydoubiis{oléon the point, a critical
examination of the aphonsms which are supposed to define
wrareT and  fagry will dispel it. These aphorisms speak of
Fary as well as of wimrew in & way quite differert from the
later conceptions of the two categories. Aphorisins wrar=g
AEy efa geavew ond erwgmreegydy (ASrusgs are especially
significant. The first shows that Kupdda used the word
fasrg as a relative ferm opposed to graTey, meaning that
the notions of gewws and digerentin arve always relative.
and that the same property may be a genus with respect to
one class, and o defercativ with respect to another class
of things. wzey, {or iustance. iz a gerus us including all
jars under oue class. and o Jijerrudie az distingnishing all
jars from other snbstaneces, as cioth and men. The second
aphorismshows that Kopdda distinguishes ultimate differences
of things from other oiffireniine by giving to the former the
specinl name of ereewf@ice. 1t is these wlétimate differences
that are d2uoted by the later Taiseshibas by the category
{3y 5 and the fact that Knwdde regards them only as one
species of dJijferentin shows that he did not include them in
a separate category having absolute and not merely a relative
existence. The couclusion is irresistible that the evaF3rys,
which were at first ouly one kiud of dijferentic, were after-
wards developed into an independent category. The notions
of grarer and wusTw can also Le showu to have originated
in the same way.”

It will be thus seen that unlike Nydya, Vaiseshifa was
never given out to the woild as a cat and dry system. It was
gradually cvolved as the ever-flowing stream of controversy

1 V. 8. VIIL 2. 3. ¢ V.8 12 3-6.
¢ Similarly while Kandde mentions only 17 qualitiés, the scholiast
adds seven more, 3% and others, making in all 24, which number has
been accepted by all later writers.
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suggested new points or disclosed the faults of old ones:
Praiastapida thus occupiesa somewhat intermediate position
between Kaniddz and hislater commentators. He is sufficiently
removed in time from Konddz to call him a muni and a
desciple of Mahesvara,' while he himself is regarded almost
as a semi-mythical personage by later writers. His age
cannot, however, be ascertained even approximately. The
earliest known commentary on Prasastepddas’s work is that
of Sridhara who gives his own date as 991 A. D. He must
also have preceded Suikardchirya who seems to quote from
him several times. The opinions ascribed by Santardchirya
to the Kéndds school are allfound in Praiustapdda’s work.?
Sr'z‘c/am'a;_za, in his commentary on S’r/‘,er/m—B/zds/aya called
Prokatirtha, says that a particular view criticised by San-
kare belongs to the older school of Vaiseshikus though opposed
to that contained in Rdvana's Bhishya. The view retferred
to is propounded by Prafusiapide who must, therefore, be
older than Rdwvans.? This Bhdshya of Rdrans which may be
a commentary either on Kondda’s Suiras or Prasastapida’s
own work, is not available, nor is its date known. Udayana’s
Kirapdrali is, however, said to have been based upon it.*
It this Rarane is the same as the reputed author of a com-
mentary on Rigveda he appears to have been a very ancient
anthor, and Prasastapdds must be still older. Moreover,
it Prasostopide was ag suggested above the first to enumera-
te the six categories, he must have preceded Vitsyiyana
who mentions them.® Nothing more definite can be said
on the point for the present, and we must, therefore,
leave Fruiastapdda’s date too as one of the uncertainties of
Indian chronology.*

VP. B. Pen. ed. pp. 1 and 329.

? Cf. the passages in Sdrira ba-Bhashya ( Anandashram ed, pPp. 514-5
and p 519 withthe passagesin P.B.Ben. ed.p. 48 and p. 328 respectively.

* Pradatapida has alse been referred to as warersem, garedET  and
348759 aud some even identify him with Gotama  Sec [ind/ yes'vari-
prasada’s Lutro. to Taideshile Darana (Bibl. Ind. ed.)

+ P, B. Ben ed. Intro. p. 12 note. 5Vit.onG. 8. 1, 1, 9.

® If Chural:u, the writer on medicine, is correctly identified with Pa-
taijali, Prasagtapida must be anterior to him. See p. xxx1 supra.
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The age of commentaries proper begins with Vaisyayana,
otherwise known as Fatshila-Sedmin, whose commentary on
Gotama’s work is the oldest knowa work of the kind we
now possess.!  Vidtsydyare mush have lived abont the end
of 3th cestury A. I} sor he procsded the well-known Bud-
diist teacher Dedndya wio is said to have lived ia the early
part of the Gth ceutury.” IDiandje was succeeded by the
celebrated author of Udyota who is mentioned by Subandiu
writing iu the 7th century.® Udyotakire is said to have
written bLis work to dispel the errors of Ditndya and
others, and Vdchaspati in his Tiké adds that his
principal object was to defend Viésydyana against the at-
tacks of Dinndga.*

According to the Jain Sloka-Vartika, Udyotakira was in
his turn answered by Diarmikirti> Now Dharmakirti is
known to have lived in the first half of the 7th century®

! Was Vitsyayena s Buddhist? nome have supposed him to be so be-
cause his work does nut begin with a prayer to any of the Hindu deities.
But the epithet >vimin as well the fact that the Buddhist writer Dindga
coutroverts his views sh .uld icave no doult about his ort'odoxy. FHe
was also called Dramla ( Dravida ? ) or PakshilusvAmin. He was s
rative of Conjeeveran and lived about A, D. 400 i. e. a century before
Dinnfiga and Vasubandhu. See S, C. Vidyabhushana's Indian Logic,
- NMedieeal School, pp. 68-72.

? Max Mitder : Judia, What can it teach us ? Ist ed. p. 320. Dianiga
is said to bave introduc.d the universal proposition e77@ into the Indian
syllogism for the first time.

¥ Vasavadutid ( Cale. ed, p. 235) has sgrafaffadtdlasssmg) See
also Dir. Hall's Preface to his edition of thit work., Udyotakira was
called Bhiradvija and lived at Thuneswar near Delhi. He was a
preceptor of the Pds'uputy sect.

4 Sea quutation at P. B. Bea. ed. Intre, p. 10. Udyotaldre himscif
8ays t—

TIHIE: TIS GAAT ITAT T FATAT TE
FITHE ANRGREG: FRETY 7€ AT RT 00

Alsosee Wever, Zeische, D, M. O XX 727, and Colebrooke Iiscele
laneous Essays Vol 1 g 232, Cowe'Vsn 1o,

$J.B. B. R. A. 3, Vol. XVIIT p. 229.

¢ Ibid.p. 90. Dr. Sutischandra Vidyabhnshana thinks that Dharmalir
and Udyotakdra were contemporaries and fiourished about 633 A. D.
See Indian Logic, Medirval schoul. p. <105 and Bhandarkar Memoria]
Volume p. 164.
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Diwnidga and Udyotalire therefore must have belonged to
the Gth, and Vé#sydyana at the latest to the end of the 5th
century. Vdfsydyane is not, however, the earliest scholiast
on Gotama’s Sttras, The alternative interpretations of G. S.
I. 1,5 given by him show that the traditional meaning was
obscured at his time, and that several writers before him
had interpreted the Sdéras in different ways. The interval
between Gotams and Vitsyldyana is considerable and could
not have passed without producing some notable writers;
yet no relies of the period appear to have heen left behind.
Hither the Scythian inroads which ravaged the country
from the Ist century B. C. to the 4th century A. D.
must have swept away all literary records of the period,
or gome unknown cause must have lulled philosophical ac-
tivity for the time.

After Udyotakira there seems to have occurred another
long gap in the suceession of orthodox Nydya writersuntil the
end of 10th century, when a revival took place under the
influence of the author of mrrymezet which is the earliest
known commentary on Pradastupida’s Bhishya.Sridhara wrote
at least three other works named wgafyy, aerara, and
aeadagr. The absence of any eminent Nydya or Vaiseshika
writer between Udyotakira and Sridhara makes it highly
probable that the tradition was broken in the interval. This
interregnum so to say is the more inexplicable as the period
was one of intense intellectual activity. Controversies be-
tween the Brahmins as represented by the Mimdsmsakas and
Veddntins on the one hand and the Buddhistsand the Jainas
on the other occupy almost the whole of this period ; and it
is strange that the followers of Gotema and Kandde did
not freely enter into the fray. Vitsydyana and Udyotakira
set the ball of controversy rolling,but no Nydya or Vaiseshi-
ko writer seems to have taken up the cudgels on their be-
half immediately after Diarmokirti’s strictures. The task
of answering the great Buddhistic writer was left to Mimdoi-
sakas like Kuwmdrile, S'ankarichirye and Mandana, who
were by no means favourable either to the ANydya or to the
Vaiseshile systems. Dharmottora defended Dharmakirti
against the criticisms of Kumdrila and Mandana, and we again
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find Sridhara a Nalyiyike answering Dharmottara. Though the
Nydya and Vaideshike systems had thus no spokesman of
their own during this interregnum, the individual doctrines
inculeated by them were not a bit neglected. They were
tully handled by the rival disputauts as if they had by that
time become the common property of all schools.The Mimdrsa~
kas strongly controverted the doctrine of non-eternity of
sound, aund the Veddntins criticized the atomic theory. The
DPribhilkaras started novel views about Samardya, while all
the schools fought over the proper number and nature of
proofs. The answer to these criticisms came partly from
the Buddhists aud the Jainag and partly from the later
Nydye writers. The fact scems to be that at this time the
Nydye and much more the Vuiseshika doctrines, despite
smaller differences, found their strongest supporters among
the Buddhists and the Jainas, many of whose tenets closely
resembled the peculiar doctrines of the Vaiseshitas. The
Nydyn-Bindu, for instance, which can now be safely aserib-
ed to Dharmekivii,' is a purely Veiseshika troatise
while the Pramdpa-Sumachchaya of Ditiidge and Diarmalir-
ti’s Virtikas on it must also have been largely indebted to
previous Vwiseshile works. This must also be the rea-
son why Vaiseshikas were at this time looked upon almost
as heretics.” :

The alliance of the Vaiseshikas with the Buddhists and
the evident tendency of many of their theories towards
atheism and materialism alarmed the orthodox writers of
the Mimdisd and Feddnie schools who at once _consigned
them to the purgatory of non-believers. Scm/’amf/’zrwya calls
them Ardhn-Vainisikes ( Semi-Buddhists ), while Kumdrila
brackets them with SiZyas as heretics who are frightened

1J.B. B. R A 8. Vol. xxx p. 47. and 8. C. Vidyabhushana's
fudian Logic. Mediaval School p. 109,

% For a detailed account of Jaina and Buddhistic Logicians, seeDr.
Satischandra  Vidyabhushana’s Tndian Logic, Medieval School and

for Chinese and Japanese writers sce Suguira’s Hindu Philosophy as
preserced in China and Japus.
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out of their wits by the advent of the faithfnl Mimdnsaas.
And yet a glance at Pratastapdda’s Bhéshys will show that
the Vuaae.s/u/lua were at lest as orthodox and as decidedly
anti-Budd iistic 1s cicher the Mimdinsa s or the Veddntins.
Pras stapida begius, with w prayer to God and coucludes
by ascribing the origin of the world as well as of the
Vais a;/n/aa system to Mihesvara. ¢ 1ecepts the autho-
rity of Sruti and occasionilly controverts the views of the
Buddhists. The notion of Faiseshikas being heretical pro-
bably originated in the din of controversy between the Bud-
dhists and the MWimidsmsakas, and the prejudice thus created
stuck to them for a loug time afterwards. The system of
Nydya, however, seems to have escaped the stigina of heresy,
probibly owing to its comparative negleet in this period.
The controversies of this period mainly raged round metaphy-
sical and theological questions which were monopolized by
the Vaiseshika, while the purely logical part of Gotama’s
system did not provoke much opposition. Only one doc-
trine of the Naiydyitas was made the subject of controversy,
namely the theory of a personal Creator of the universe.
Tiais doctrine was strougly advocated by the sect of Fdsu-
patas, snd various sub-sections of Bhdguvatus. These theis-
tic Schools probably derived theirinspirition from Gotema’s
work, but they very soon became distiuct religious sects.'
On the whole it appears that, although there is a lack of
special Nydya or Vaiseshika works in this period, the vari-
ous doctrines laid down by Golama and Kandda were fully
threshed out and underwent additions and alterations which
were not even dreamt of by previous writers.

TheAuterreguum from Udyotaidre’s time to the end of
the 10th century may have been produced by various caunses
which cannot be knowe .t present 3 nor can we say for cer-
tain how the subsequent revival was brougLt about. Perhaps
learned men at this time were too wineh oceupied with reli-
gious and sectarian disputes tu attead to the drier subtleties
of logic. The fact however, cannot be denied, tor while none
of the known works of Nydya or Vaiseshika proper can be

! Max Miiller : History of Ancicnt Sanskrit Literature p. 48
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assigned to the interval between the 7th and the 10?;}1 -
turies, the succeeding age is marked bv gnch an iurush of
Nyiya and Vaiseshifbe writers s move rhun atoue d for ‘t'ue
inactivity of the previous perind.  The 103810t hie pr dng-
tions of this later age are 4 series of com ventirics 02 the
works of Prusastapdds and Vitsydy<nn who lnd tien come
to be looked upon as ancient autlhorities fo be expk ined

and enlurged with revercuce, rather than eriticized or cor-
rected by :\bler successors. In this later period Dbolduess
and originality of thought dwindle in proportiou to an in-
crease of scholustic subtlety. The range of topics is limiced,
but each is treated with a greater fulluess and ingenuity.
There is a distinct tendency towards scholasticism. which
afterwards assumed such abnormal proportions in the Nod-
dea school, but the change was unot completed till
four centuries later. It may be deseribed as an age of
transition from the genuine philosoply of wedizsval India
'to the scholastic verbiage of modern times; and it is
a striking fact that this age uearly coiucides with
the growth of scholasticism in medizval Enrope. It is not a
little remarkable that the history of Indian logic bears in

this respect a close analogy to the progress of thonght in
Europe. If Gotama lived about the same time as Austotlc,

Vitsydyane was probably the contemporary of Boethias and
the Revivalists ; while the modern Ackdrs g3, such as
Sridhara, Vachaspati and Udayana flourished in the same
age which produced Thomas Aquinasand Duns Scotuns in
the West. Are we then to suppose that homan mind in
India as well as in Burope passed successively throngh the
same phases of phﬂowphm development and nearly at the

same rate of progress ? The question is dificult to answer,
but the coincidences are none the less interesting.
'

The first writer of this age of revival was Sridhora
who wrote his Nydya-Kandali in 991 A.D.' Sridiare

!} See P B. Ben. ed. p. 331. The colophon contains t.eline, sqiimzsy-
AATYATETS, *qraEgET Uhar i which gives Seké 914 . e, 991 A, D. as
the date of the cuipusiion of toe work, vlandarkar { Report on Search
of S8K. Mss. for 1883-4 p. 514 ) reads the line as sifywgira, which gives
the date Saké 910 or 938 A. D., but this must be a misiake, for the word
9% is inexplicable without 1.
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takes great pains to refute the opinions of Kwmdrile and
Suresvara alias Iapdane on the one hand as well as Dharmot-
tare on the other, a fact which scems to show that Sridkara
was the first eminent Vydya writer after them. Rajasekhara,
a Jain commentator ou Nyd iya-Kandali' mentions three
other commentaries on Prusastapida’s Bhishya, besides
Sridhara’s work, wir., the 1Vydmarati of Snaclear ya, the
Kirandrali of Udayane and the Lildvatl of Sri Vatsa or
Vallabha, all of which were written after Sridiara’s work
but betore the end of the 13th century. The chronological

order of these writers may be fixed as Sridhara, Vallabha,
Udmyana, and Sivddityz. ~ All of them came to be looked

upon as eminent authorities and honoured with the title of
HAehiry ya.  Bach of them was distinguished for some new
conception, or onvmcml treatment of old topics. The works
of Vallabha and Sividit, ye are not yet available so as to
enable us to form any definite opinion about them, but their
views are frequently quoted and criticized in later works.
Udayana’s Kirandvali was probably left unfinished by the
author, as all the Mss. hlthelto available contain only the
chapters on =7 and gor.” Sridhara lived as stated above
at the end of the tenth century. He was followed by Vichas-
patt Misra in the 11th century, who wrote commentaries
on all the principal philosophical systems, and whose works
have been deservedly held in the highest estimation by the
succeeding generations.® Vichaspati, the author of Bldmatt
and Sdnkhya-Tattra- Kuoumud, wrote an equally able com-

mentary on the Vdrtikas of Udy otakdre, called Vdrtika- Tét-
parya-Tikd and this Tikd of Vichaspate became the text of

another commentary, Tdtparya-PariSuddhi by Udayana.*

! P. B. Den. ed. Intro. p. 19.

2 Qee the opening passage of Tarku-Dipika—p. 1, and Note thereon,
p. 72 infra.

3J.B.B R. A.8. Vol. xviit. p. 90. Cowell in the preface to hig
translation of Kuswmdnjeli tries to prove that Vdchuspati lived in the
10th century ; but his view cannot be accepted as I"dch&spati quotes
wsrarid® of King Bhoja who reigned in A. D. 993 Satischandra Vidya-
bhushana also places Vichaspati in 976 A. D. when he is said to have
compoged his Nydya-stichi-nibandha.

4 Bhandarkar s Report on Scarch of Ske MSS. for 1883-4, p. 81,
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Udeyandchérya, the author of Kiranaveli and Parisuddhi
lived, therefore, some time after Vichaspati, and may be
assigned to the end of the 12th century.’ Udayana is the
greatest Naiydyike writer of this age. He combines in
himself the two-fold character of an eminent dialectician
and a religious revivalist, and has consequently become the
centre of a number of traditions which have perhaps little
foundation in fact. A story, for instance, is told of his
having once made a pilgrimage to the temple of Jagannath,
where he found the temple-door shut against him. On
this the irate Nuwiydyike addressed the following couplet to
the Deity :—

TITAZAASI® AHTHTT TG |

IIRAAT TreY AT ag Rata: 02

“Infatuated with omnipotence asthou art, thou treatest

me with contempt; but ( remember ) when the heretics
approach, thy very existence depends upon me.”

This irreverent apostrophe was probably founded on the
fact that Udayana wrote two well-known treatises to prove
the existence of God and to refute the atheistical objections
of the DBauddhas and other heretics. These treatises
respectively known as Kusumdnjali and Bauddha-dlitkira,
though small, prove Udayana to be averyacute and powerfnl
writer. Udayana is said to have carried on a vigorous crusade
against the Bruddhas and the Jainas; and if Monier Williams
is right in assigning the complete decay of Buddhism in India
to the beginning of the thirteenth century,® Udayane must
have taken a leading part in giving the death-blow. At any
rate the great prominence given in all thelater works to
$earEreorarg or the doctrine of a personal Creator of the
Universe may be ascribed to Udayana’s influence. It is

1 Cowell’s Preface to his translation of Kusumdinjali, p. x;J. B.B. R.
A. 8. Vol. XVIII. p. 89-90. Dr. S. C. Vidyfibhushana places him about
934 A.D. on the authority of a verse in his Lulshendrali, Vide
Bhandarkar Memorial Volume p. 165.

2 Nehemiah Gore’s Ratiouwl Refutation of Hindu philusophy translate
ed by F. Hall, p. 6, note. Monier Williams : Buddhism, p. 170.
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v probable that Udnyano’s works gave a strongimpetus
o Salea, Talshnaes nnd other theistic sects which arose
¢ nnmbars of this time.  Velydwldas amongst all the
sysbemntists wers from heneefs-ward the strongest
supporiars of wmonstheisny, and the Noddea Schoel in later
tines produced cue of the erearsst lewders of a modern
tueistic movement, siz., Chaisnya of Bengal.

Tradition ascribes to Udayane the first conception of
the iden of nuiting the two sister systems of Nydye and
Vuiseshila into one harmonions whole.  Udayna’s extant
works do not kowever support this theory, although it is
not improbable taat he threw out hints to that effect, which
led gome later writer to make the experiment. The earliest
known work in which the two systems are found actually
combined. as in many later works, is the Sapta-Paddrthi of
Sivdditye Misra, ard it is possible that he was the first to
put the idea into practice. Sivdditya is also the first writer
to mention Abékdy: as the seventh eategory and to introduce
a systematic discussion of logical questions under zfy.
Sapte-Pa idrt ¢ may, therefore, be regirded as the model of
all such Liber mranals as Tarta-Sangraka, Tarko-Kaoumuds
aud Lanktimrita.

As to Vallablichdrya his exact date is uncertain, but
he appears to have preceded the author of Supta-Paddrth:
it not also Udayana. This seems probable from the mention
of Nydya-Litgentt in a Canarese poem named Darsana-sira
written by a contemporary poet in praise of King Singhana
of the Yadw dynasty of Devagiri, who reigned from A. D.
1210 t0 1347 % o rsina-sdra also  wmentions  Udayane

1y s, of Jinavurahana’s commentiry on Sapta Padurtk} is in the
De.con ellege Lb oy D8 Jinavershuns lived in Semeat 1471, Pew
tesoa wentions M. f F7UErdiTTy named Ravtrf by Midhacva=Sasra-
gieati, a3 daten Naouvit 1493, See /ovori of the Se reh of Sanskrit MSS.
for 1<05 p. 24 Alzo Bhanderkar’s Report for 1882-83 p 95 Prof. Ghate
weriors a tid Commedtary verdaBper by Ses'Snanta. Prof. Ghate
plac-s Udayana in 984 A. D. and Ganges'a in the 1lthe Century, and
8'1vhaitya between the two. J. B. B. R. A. Society xx111 p, 34,

% Bhapdarkar : Barly History of the Delkhan, p. 82.
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and some other writers.;' but nothing further can be said
about it until the work is available to the public. Itis
superfluous perhaps to remark that this Vallzbhy, the
author of Nydya-Lildvati wasquite adiferent personage from
the great Vaishnavaite reformer of that name who douarished
in che 15th century.?

A host of smaller writers such as Varadardja and Malli-
ndthe may be mentioned as belonging to this second period,
but they do not seem to huve left any lasting mark on
subsequent literature. The period may be roughly said to
have closed about the beginning of the 14th century. It is
marked by a great activity in the beginning and at the end,
with an intervening blank which lasted for about 3 centuries
and which sharply divides the older from the later school of
writers. The conflict of opinions between the Vuisesiikas
and the Naiydyikas as weil as the differences between the
ancient and the modern schools of Naiydyitas, which are so
frequently discussed in modern works, seem to hive origina-
ted in this period ; aund it was pechaips the growth
of these minute diferences that created at the end of
this period a reaction in favour of amalgimating
the two systems. This attempt at amalgwmation,
however, produced 2n effzct exictly contrary to what was
intended, for it stereotyped the diferencesinsted of removing
them. We find that in this period almost all the principal
doctrines were evolved and the details were worked out, on
which the dialecticians of the third period were exclusively
to spend their scholastic ingenuity and produce volumes
after volumes without making any real progress. With
Udayana and Sividitya we lose sight of writers who deserve

11 am indetted for tuis information to my friend M- K. B.
Pathak formerly of the Deccan Colleze. He saw a Canarese
Ms. of zzfaarin thelibrury of Brahma-Stui Sdstri of Sravana Belgole
in Mysore territory. It is nct known when the book was written, but the
author appears o have been a contemporary of fa=zaw.

2 Another writer Jayanta wrote Nydya-monjari an indepedent
Commentary on Ny4ya-Shires. He was a native of Kashmir and lived
in the 11th century. He quotes Vichaspati and refutes Buddhists.
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t0 be called Achiryas, as laving simed at origi,nality and
written epoch-making books. The class of Ackdryas or
masters, was henceforward to give place to that of mere
Upidhydyas or ordinary pundits. The race of giants was to
be succeeded by a remarkably versatile and disputatious
troop of dwarfs. Philosophy lost its freshness as well as its
charm, and gradually degenerated into a bundle of endless
controversies.

The end of the 14th century saw the commencement of
the third period of Nyiye literature ; and Gangeda, or
Gangedopidhyiya, the author of Tutica-Chintdmuni may be
said to be its oracle. He founded a new school of text-
writers and commentators who afterwards came to be known
as the Nuddea school owing to their having chiefly flourished
in the tols of Nuddea or Navadwipa in Lower Bengal. The
distinguishing features of the writers of the school were their
overwhelming pride, an abnormal development of the
critical faculty, and a total disinclination to go out
of narrow grooves of traditional doctrines. The
original Sdfras and the scholin on them recede into
background, while Gaigesa’s work itself becomes the
centre of a mass of literature unparalleled in any other country
or age. Here we see at one and the same time scholasticism
at its climax and true philosophy at its lowest
depth. We might wade through volumes of controversial
jargon without coming acrossa single flash of deep thought or
real insightinto the nature of things. Mere conventionalities
and distinctions without a difference are the weapons in
this wordy warfare, with which one disputant tries to de-
fend his thesis or to vanquish a rival. It may be doubted
if either the writer or the reader is made a whit the wiser
by all this labour.

All the writers of this school are not however equally
faulty in this respect. The earlier ones especially show a
considerable freedom of thought which is quite refreshing.
The most notable of this kind is GangeSopddhydya, the
founder of the Nuddea school, whose exact date is not
known, but who probably lived about the end of the 14th
century. Gangesa quotes Vdchaspati, while his son Vardha~
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mdne Wrote commentaries on Udayana’s Kirandvali and
Vallabha's Lildvati. Gangeiamust have therefore lived after
the 12th centary. Gaigesa was followed by two writers of
note Juyadese and Visuders. According to Burnell Jayadeva,
otherwise known as Palshadhara iiira, wrote his Manyd-
loka, a commentary ou Guigesa’s Tutiva-Chintdmani about 5
centuries ago, that is. about the middle of the 14th century,
but this is highly improbable.* Visudeca Sdrcabhauma, a
fellow studeut of Jayudera and the author of a commentary
ou Gaiyesa’s work, had four pupils of whom the first
(tavrdiya, popalurly kuown as  Chaitanya, the celebrated
religious reformer in Bengal, wasg born about 1485 A. D.?
Both Sircalbhaumae and Jayadecw must, therefore, have lived
in the latter part of the 15th century, and Gangese at least
a generation or two carlier. Jaysders is said to have studi-
ed Tattea-Chintgmani with his uncle Harimidra, which
shows that Gangeia’s work was already a standard book in
the first hulf of the [5th century. We shall not be wrong
therefore in placing (faigesa in the latter part of the 14th
century af the latest.?

Visudcr Sircabhasms must have been a remarkable
man, for all of his pupils distinguished themselves in dif-

! Burnell, Catalogue of Tanjor MSS. Vol IL., p. 117. Jayadeva was not-
ed for his intellectual powers. Ile got the nickname Teyq¥ for having
mastered a difficult book in a fortnight. He is probably the same as the
author of <g=rrgy but is different from the poet who com-
posed sfiaiiag. Raghunitha Siromari is said to have been his pupil for
some time,

2 Cowell ( Colebrook's Miscellaicous Essays, Vol. L., p. 281) gives
the date of Chaitanya’s birth as 1489; but sec Bose’s History of Hindu
Civilizniion, Vol, L. p. 43. Chaitanya died in A. D. 1527. Vindhyc-
gvariprasad  quoies a verse  current among Nuddea Pundits
AT GIRATTYATZUE GO (74T IR orareany | e g g v T
EHEGEIGE Herc the word €7 may mean two or four and so will
give either Suku 1207 and 1407 as the date of Gouranga's lirth See
Intro. to I"ais'vskitu Dars'ana (Bibl. Lid. ed.) p. 32,

® Prof. Ghate places Ganigise inthe 11th century on the authority
of a Ms. of Jayadcea’s Jloka transcribed in Lakshmana Sasiwat 159
corresponding to A, D. 1267 Sce J.B.B. R. A. 8. xxim p. 93 and
Vindbyesvariprasad’s Intro. to Vaiseshika Dariane { Bibl. Ind. ). b 82,



LI Tarka~Sangraka.

ferent fields. The first, Chaitanya, founded a Vaisknava sect
which soon spread over the whole province of Bengal and
revolutionized as it were the religious life of the people.
The fact is uoteworthy that the greatest exponent of the
doctrine of tuith in modern times received Lis early training
in the dialectics of Nydye philosophy. The devout mind
of Chaitanya must have no doubtrecoiled from the scholastic
subtleties of Gungesa, but they could not have failed to
iufluence many of his views. Vdsudera’s second pupil
Raghundtha, otherwise known as Tar&a-ﬁ’iromazzi or simple
Siromapi, wrote Lidniti, the best commeuntary on Gangesa’s
Tuttva-Chintdmans, and is acknowledged to be the highest
authority among the modern ANaiydyikas. The third was
Raghunandena, the lawyer and the author of a commentary
on Jumita-vdhana’s Ubyo-vibhdga, and is now held to be
the pest current authority on tue Bengal School of Hindu
law, Tue fourth Kpishndnanda, also wrote works on
charms and otuer kindred subjects. All these writers being
contemporaries of Chaitanye wust have flourished in the
beginniug of the 16th century. Raghundtha Siromazu' wrote
besides Didhitt commentaries oun Udsyana’s woiks and g~
few other trestises, one of which is Paddrtha-Khandona
or a retutation of Vaiseshika categories. He was succeeded
by a stries of commentators whose sole ambition seems to
have been to make the Didkizi vs unintelligible and  terrible
to the siudent us possible. Raghundtha’s immediate succes-
sors were Mathurdandtha, Haririmo Tarkblonkére and
Jagadiia, who were followed by their respective pupils,
Raghudeve and Gadidhara, Gadidhara wmay be called the
priuce of Iudian schoolmen, and in him the modern Nydya
dialectics reached its climax. He was such a thoronghguing
Noiydyika that when asked to thiuk of the prime cause of
the univers: on Lis death-bed, instead of conteruplating God he
is sail to have repeuted the worls fizs: drey: figy:; (atoms,
a-oms, atoms) | His sixty-four treatises or Vidas as they
are called on as many topics noticed in Tattva-Chintdmani
form a coutinuons commentary on éiramazzi’s Didhiti
and Jayadera’s Aloka ;5 but several of them are not

! Bhim4chérya : Nydya-Kosha, Intro. p. 6.
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yet available.  (rudddhare having come about {wo
generations after Raghundtha must be assigned to ti:;e eund
of the 16th or the beginning of the 17th ceutury. He was
thus nearly contemporansous with ZDord Bacon whose
denunciations of scholasticism may be most appositely
illustrated by extracts from Gadidiera’s writings., Akbar’s
was an auguséan age in lndia, and scholars like Gadddhare
found a congenial atmosphere in the peacefnl times of the
great and ealightened Alogul 5 bus Akbar’s death pat anend
to all dreams of o revival of letters. The wars and anarchy
of the next two centuries afforded little scope for the culti-
vation of philosophy, and we accordingly find that even
scholastic Nydya could not flourish after Geadidhara.

The generation uext after Gadddhara is represented by
two writers standing on a somewhat lower level Lut enually
famous. These were Santara Misra, theauthor of Upaskira,
a commentary on Kapdda's Sitras, and Vistawdths who
wrote Siddhinta-Iluktivall and Gotama-S-ﬁh;a-xrée’;té which
is & commentary on Gofama’s aphorisms. Sankora Misre
was a pupil of Raghudsva, the fellow stadent of Gadddhara.
There is some doubt as to the date of Viszandthe, bat he
most probably belonged to this age.’

It is remarkable that the Sttras of both Kanddz and
Gotama should have attracted the attention of commentators
at about the same time. Sanbara-isre and Viscandthe
who respectively commented upon the works of Kandda and
ffotama greatly resembled each other and were probably
contemporaries. A kind of rsaction against the excesses of
Gadidhara seems to have led these writersto seek the fresher
fountains of the Stiérus. Another sign of this reaction was
the production of manuals adapted to the understanding of
the beginners and explaining the latest ideas in the simplest
language. The Blidshd-Parichchheda, the Tarka-Sangroka
and the Tarkdmrite are instances of this class of books,
which must have come as a relief to those students of Nydya

! Rudrabhatta, brother of Visvanitha, wrote acommentary on Raghu-
nitha’s Didhiti, culled Raudri. Mss of two of Rudrabharia’s works are

mentioned by Aufrecht ( Catalogus Catalogorum ) as dated 1640 and
1657 respectively.
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who were hitherto lost in the mazes of Padicka-Lakshant
aud Dasa-Lokshavi. In course of time these manuals too
were overlonded with commentaries, but fortunately the
commentaries on them, except perbaps two, never became
as popular as the originils. The two exceptions are Visea-
ndiha’s  Siddhania-Jlubtirals  and Annambhatie’s Toarke-
Lipiki ~which heing written by the authors of the
original works are more like larger editions of those
texts thun mere explanatory glosses. These manuals proved
very handy and useful to studants, but they also marked the
lowest waterinark of the Nydya aund Vaiseshike systems.
Henceforward all originality was dead and the writerschiefly
aimed at explaining the ideas of their predecessors instead of
expounding their own. The Upddhydyas were now succeeded
by writers whose high sounding names were in strange con-
trast with the worth of their productions. Krodas or
annotations became plentiful, but original thinking was
dead and gone completely. Even these are now rare, and
the once famous class of Naiydyikas is in danger of being
extinct for ever.

The preceding résumé of the Nydye and. Vaiseshika lite-
rature brings out, it is hoped, at least the one fact that
that literature is as capable of a historical treatment as any
other class of writings. It i the story of a gradual develop-
ment of two philosophical systems which, springing out of
a few elementary notions, attained their present proportions
after many vicissitudes and in the course of several centuries,
There must have been during this time considerable additions
and alterations in the fundaumental doctrines as conceived by
the founders of the systems. The original nucleuns wag com-
paratively small, but the accretions and out-growths seem to
have assumed in time quite large proportions. What an
amount of earnest thought and lubour must have been devot-
ed to this work of elaborating complete systems out of a
few primary principles ! It was a process of evolution brought
about partly by the natural law of growth and partly by
the mutuil action and reaction of the several systems of In-
dian philosophy. ‘In the beginning the chief rivals of the
Nydya and Vaideshike systems were the Sénkhyas, whose
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theory of the anti-production rewdity of eftects’ was diamet-
rically opposed to the Naiyiyiks doctrine ol non-existent
effect. Later they encounter the more formidable critics of
the Mimdmsd and Vedénta schools who differed from them in
50 many particulars that a gavers contlict betws=n the rivals
was inevitable. The Mimdsmsakas afficmed the eternity of
sound, while the Nuiydyikas denied it. The first enumerated
six proofs, the Nuiydyikas four, and the Vaiseshikas only
two. The Nuiydyikes assumed a personal creator, the Vedan-
tins an impersonal Brakman, while the Mimdmsatas would
recognize nothing but the eternal Vedas. Again the Vedan-
tins derived all creation from one universal spirit, the
Naiyayikas from hard minute atoms. The former were idealists
par excellence, the latter out and out realists. The doctrines
of the former always tended towards mysticism and idealism
thoge of the latter towards materialism and disbelief. It
was natural that systems so widely divergent should come
into conflict with each other. The long-continued controver-
sies between theserivals systematically influenced the tenets of
all of them. While the Vedantins incorporated much of the
logic of the Naiydyikas into their works, the latter did not
disdain to borrow many of the theological views of the form-
er. It wounld be absurd therefore to expect that any of these
systems as propounded in modern works would agree in all
respects with the views of the ancient authors, The Naiydyi-
kas themselves recognize this fact by contrasting wherever
necessary the views of the moderns with those of the ancients.
It is also noteworthy that there is no sharp line dividing the
ancient and the modern schools of Naiydyitas. Sometimes

the terms are applied to the Vuiseshitas and Naiydyikas
respectively ; sometimes to older authors like Viisyiyana
and Prosastapids, as opposed to the later ones of the Nud-
dea school ; and occasionally even in that school to the
author of Didkiti as dissenting from Gengese. As an instance
of the last, the student may compare the two definitions of
wor one insisting upon the qua.liﬁéation smaregg and the
other making proximity to the effect the sole test of causa-
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tion.' ‘'The line dividing the nncients and the moderns has
thus coutivaously moved forward and forward, thereby show-
ing that the Naiydyikas themselves ackrowledged a progres-
giva davel puaent of their phifosophy. It ougat to be an in-
teresting stuly to mark the successive stiges of this develop-
ment, and discover the canses that may have Jed to
them. The time may come When a deepsr kaowledge
of the Nydys ani Vaiseshika liserature will enable us to
solve this probiem.

The foregoing observations have been mostly based on
material obtainable from the literature of the Nydye and
Vaiseshiko systems themselves ; but works belonging to
other philosophieal systems as weil as the vast Literary trea-
sures produced in ancient anl m-dizeval Inliyv will, if properly
examined, vield still more importaut ditay for a histrry of
Indian philosophy. A comparism of Greek logic with the
logic of the Nykya must also be very instructive. Such &
comparison will not only show how similar ideas and modes
of thought occurred almost simultaneously anl in the same
historical order to thinkers in two such distwnt countries as
India and Greece, but it may also throw new light on some
of the dark chapters in the history of Indian Logic. Space
will not, hovever, permit m»s to enter into these interesting
inquiriss at present ; and I must contens mys2Ilf with noting
only one important fact which ciunot bz decantly passed
over in such a sksten as this. I, of course, refer to the strik=
ing resemb’ancs which the syllogistic msthod of the Nydya
bears to the Pre-Aristotelian dialectics in Gresze. Zeno the
Eleatic wag the founder of this Intter, and Zsno must have
been a cont:caporary of Gotama, or of at lsast some of his
immed te predzcessoms. ® Z:no’s work, which is diviled
into thee part-—upon consegue.css, upon the interrogatory
methol of dizputation, ani upon srphistisal problems respec-
tively—=has many points of similirity with that of Gotama,
while the interrogatory method, cultivatsd by Zsnn’s fol-

! For & discussion of these two views, see Notes on Sec. 37, pp. 186-
90, infra.
? Whateley : Elements of Logic, p. 3.
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lowers the sophists and brought to perfection in Plato’s
Dialogues, was almost identical with the syllogistic process
of the Naiydyikas. The essence of this method congisted in
driving an opponent to a point where he wWas either totally
gilenced or the absurdity of his position became self-evident.
So far as the Natydyikas were concerned this was not an ac-
cidental feature, for they have laid down a special
role that no premise in a syllogism can proceed
without having a previous swrergr or doubt, presumably
started by an opponent in the controversy. Take
the stock-example, ¢ Mountain is fiery. ” ¢ Why ?” “Be-
cause it has smoke.” <“What then ?”” “ Wherever there is smoke,
etc.,’”’ and so on, every premise being a reply to some previous
question, assumed until the imaginary querist has no more
questions to ask. This is exactly the way Socrates used to
argne with his real interrogators, or Euclid proved his theor-
ems of geometry. Obviously this method is better suited for
controversy than for purely didactic reasoning ; and conse-
quently we find that Indian thinkers who came after the
Naiyiyikas such as the Bauddhas and the Vedantins modified
it to a considerable extent just ag Aristotle did in Greece.' The
tripartite syllogism of Aristotle was nothing more than a re-
adjustment of theancient dialectical syllogism, although Aris-
totle himself made too muchofit and expected from it results
which it wasincapable of producing. Similarly those who claim
superiority for the Aristotelian over the five-membered
syllogism of the Naiydyikas forget that both are mere
instruments or mechanical aids for thinking, and as such
cannot by themselves furnish an absolute guar nteefor truth.
Both have their peculiar merits as well as draw-backs, and
consequently both must be judged from their proper stand-
points. Aristotle distinguished between the dialectic and
the apodictic, i. e. the old and the new or his own syllogism
by asserting that the former proceeled from mere belief or
an assumed hypothesis while the latter was based on scientific

! Colebrooke thinks thatthe three~membered syllogism of the later
Vedinta was borrowed from the Greeks, but this is mere guess. See
Misceilaneous Essays, Vol, L., p. 356.
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truth. There i3 much force in this distinction, and it may
to some extent apply to the five-membered syllogism also.
But Aristotle’s criticisms can no longer be accepted without
reservation even with respect to doctrines intimately known
to him. Much less can he be accepted as a safe guide in
adjudging the merits of Indian logic.

It wiil not be proper to conclude thisintroductory sketch
withoat noticing oue more objsction that is otften advanced
against the Aydya-Vaiieshita systems, namely that their
heterogeneous character detracts considerably from their value
as systems of pure logic. Indian logicians, say these objectors,
have by their frequent digressions on metaphysical and other
topics, such as the categories, the sourcesof knowledge and
the theory of atoms, been led into trsating the strictly logical
questions either perfunctorily orina wrong manner altogether.
On a closer consideration however this heterogeneity of the
Nybya and Vaiseshika systems will bz founl to have been
inevitable. The narrow conception of logic as being oaly
a theory and art of proof and nothing more is no longer
tenable. Modern investigations, such as those of Kant
Ueberweg and others, show that the purely logical questions
are inseparably connected with others comprehended in the
wider province of metaphysics. The best answer to the
above objectioa can therefore be given in the words of an
eminent modern writer:—

¢ Start as we may,” says Prof. Adamson, ‘in popular
current distinctions, no sooner do logical problems present
themselves than it becomes apyarent that, for adequate
treatment of them, reference to the principles of ultimate
philosophy is requisite ; aud logic, as the systematic handling
of such probiems, ceases to be an indspandert discipline and
becomes a  subordinate  special brauch of general
philosopby.””®

And again the same writer remarks:—
‘“ Any criticism of a general conceptivn of logic or
special application thereof which does not rest upon criticism

® Prof. Adamson inhis Art, Logicin Encyclopaedia Britunnica, 9th ed.
Vol. x1v p, 781.
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of the theory of knowledgs implied in it must be inept and
useless. It will also have become apparent that & general
classification of logical schools as opposed to the raference
of these to nltimate distinctions of philosophical theory is
impossible.”’*

The Naiybyikas seem to havearrived at the same conclu-
sion at an early period, and faced it boldly by embodying
their views on all cognate and interdependent questions in a
fairly consistent system. Gotama and Kanide were not
therefore such foolsin mixing logicaland metaphysical topics
in their works as some of their modern critics would Delieve
them to be. TLogic is no longer regarded as a theory of
proof only ; it isa theary of knowledge in general, and as
such treats of many psyciological and metaprysical topics
which do not fall within rhe domuin of the narrower science.
Looked at from tids standpoint Gotama’s couception of his
subject will be fruud to bs remarkably acearate and just.
Let us first understand him, and there will be then time
enough tc¢ pick holesin his monumental work.t

* See Kncyclopardia Britannica, 9th ed. Vol. xiv, p. 799,

+ Max Miiller in noticing my Brief Survey of Indian logic remarks
that at p. 476 of his Six Systems of [adiin Philosophy ¢ But unfortu-
nately that period in the historical development of the Nyiya which is
of the greatest interett to ourselves, namely thut which preceded the
composition of the Nylya-3itras, had by him (i. e.myself )also to be
left a blank, for the simple 1eason that nothing is known of Nylya
before Gotama’. It should be remembered however that Nyiya was
recognised as aseparate systom only after Gotama and that all
traces before himn must be sought in the general philosophical
literature such as the Upanishads.



Annambhatta and his works,

Annabhatta, the author of the Tarka-Saigraka and the
Dipikd, shares the fate of many Sanskrit writers of being
known only in his works. The name itself looks anomalous,
and is either a contraction of Anante Bhatta or a sanskritized
form of the Canarese name Anne Biatia. Little do we
- know about him, and that little mostly consists of traditions
which cannot be accepted as true without the strongest
corroboration. Mr. R. B. Godbole, in his * Dictionary of
Modern History of India’*, gives a detailed account of our
anthor without however mentioning the source of his
information. According to him, Annambhatia was a Tailang
Brahman by birth and resided in a village named Garikapdda
formerly in the possession of Nizam Ali. He lived in the
15th century at the time of the Chalukyas, studied Nydya
at Kaundinyapura or Kondu Vidu for 12 years and became
a famous Naiydyika. He established a College for teaching
Nydya in his native town where he instructed his pupils in
a graduated series of Nydya works consisting of Tarka-San~
graka, Tarka-Dipitd, Siddhénta-Muktdvali and Gadddhar?.
He had many children none of whom survived him, and is
said to have travelled out of his village only once in his life
when he visited the shrine of Mallikarjuna at the advanced
age of 55. From this it would appear that Annambkatia was
posterior to both Gadddhara and Visvandtha, which is very
probable; but then he could not have lived in the I5th century
as stated by Mr. Godbole. It has been shown elsewhere, t
that Gadddhara must have flourished in the latter part
of the 16th century and Vidvandthe one generation later.
Obviously Annambhatta who taught the works of these
writers could not have lived before the beginning of the 17th

* R. B. Godbole : srewier=r ¥ #1 p. 10,
1 See Introduction p. LIII supra.
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century. Another of Mr. Godbole’s statements, viz. that
Annambhatta travelled only once in his life, is contradicted
by a tradition embodied in a well-known couplet that has
passed into a proverb, FrEFEHARTIW ATRWZES GW: mean-
ing that a man does not become a great scholar like Annam-
bhatta simply by going to Benaras. If the verse refers to the
author of the 7Tarke-Saigraka, he must have visited and
studied at Benaras. The proverb would also show that he
became famous for his learning at a very early period, a
conclusion which is strengthened by the fact that his works
became very popular and have been in use as elementary
text-books in all parts of India. No reliance can therefore be
placed on Mr. Godbole’s account, and in the absence of any

other anthentic source of information we are left to such
meagre data as are supplied by the writings of Annambhatia

himself.

Apart from such vague traditions, we can unhesitatingly
say that Annambhatta is comparatively a modern writer.
He belonged to the class of manual writers, who mostly
flourished after the 16th century and whose chief aim was
to simplify the Nydya and Vaiseshika systems by pruning all
superfluous technicalities out of them, and bringing them
within the comprehension of beginners. The terminus a guo of
our author may forthe present be fixed at about 1600 A. D.,
the time when Gadddhara flourished. Annambhatia rarely
refers to any previous writer or work that might enable us
to fix his age accurately. He however notes the controver-
8y about wTqREy ®Hww, first started by Raghundtha, the
author of DidAiti*; while in another passage of the Dipikd,
he seems to quote directly from the Didkdti, for the
sentence giagiaTasesHIe etc, which occurs at the bot-
tom of p. 62 {nfre and which is misread in many Mss. of
Diptkd, appears to have been taken from a corresponding
passage in the Didkiti.+ It has been shown elsewhere that

" Raghundtha Siromani the anthor of Didkiti lived in the first

‘quarter of the 16th century.; The Didkiti must have

been written about 1520 A. D. and Annambhaita neces-
* Page LIII supra.

1 8ee Note 5 under Sect 80 p. 371, infra.
f See Iniroduciton p. L1I supra,
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sarily came after it. Gadddhara came two generations after
Raghundtha with whose grand pupil Raghudera he
was contemporary. (Fadddhara therefore lived about
the end of the 16th century, either in Mithild or
Nuddea; and if it be true that Annambhatte taught his
works in his own college in the far-off town of Kaundinya-
pura, some time must have elapsed between Gadidhara
and dnnambhatto to allow the fame of the former’s works
to reach the Southernmost province of India. The story
of Annambhatta teaching Gadddhara’s work in his College
derives support from another tradition, according to which
the Tarka-Dipikd was specially composed for the use of
those who could not understand Gaaddhara’s larger work,
and came to be called arawrgrad on account of its being
an epitome of the erudite commentary of the Great School-
man. It may be therefore fairly presumed that Annam-
bhatta lived some time after Gadddhare i. e. after 1600
A. D. If Visvardtha, the author of the Siddhinta-Muktivalt
also preceded him, this ferminus will have to be shifted
still further. Visrandtha and his brother Rudrabhatte, who
wrote a commentary on the Didkiti, lived most probably in
the first quarter of the 17th century,* and Annembhatia
could not have lived earlier.

1700 A. D. The Tarka—Sangm/za must have become a stan-
daxd work, and a difficult one also in the latter part of the
18th century, since Snkrzsﬁna Dkdirjati wrote his com-
mentary called Szddﬁdnta-Ckgndzodaya about that time for
the instruction of A Réjasimha, son of King Gajasimha who
flourished in 1774 A. D. The Tarka-Chandrikd by Vaidya-
ndtha Gadgzl seems to be an earlier commentary on the
Tarka—&zngm/za, for a Ms. of it in the Deccan College
Library gives as the date of its composition, Sake 1644
i.e. 17122 A, D. This Vaidyandthe is probably identical
with Tatsat Vaidyandtha, the pupil of Nédgesa and the
author of a commentary on his Udyota. Ndgesa Bhatta is
known to have been invited to a grand sacrifice in 1714 by
Savai Jayasimha, and his pupil Vaidyandthe may therefore

* £ee Introduction p, LIIL. supre.
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have written his commentaries in the next decade. Ob-

viously Annambhatta must have lived before this time. The
evidence of Mss. of the Zarka-Sangrake is conclusive on
the point. Stein mentionsa Ms. of T. S. dated 1740 A. D.
and another of T. D. dated 1735 A. D.* The oldest known
Ms. however of these two works is the one now in the
possession of Dr. Jacobi of Bonn and marked J in the
present edition. It is dated Sake 1634 7. ¢. 1712 A. D. As
this Ms. contains several corrections and marginal addi-
tions, it will not be wrong to assume that the two works
were written several years before they were copied. Hence
we can safely place Annambhatia before the beginning of
the 18th century. The period from A. D. 1625 to A. D.
1700 is neither too long nor too short to cover one life-
time, and if we can place Annambkatia between these two
termini the result ought to be regarded as pretty satisfac--
tory under the present circumstances. Besides if M.
Godbole’s statement that Annambhatta visited Mallikdrjuna
temple at the age of 55 has any foundation, he must have
lived upto an advanced age and may, for aught we know,
have covered the whole of the period above indicated.

All attempts to push Annambiaita’s date before the
first quarter of the 17th century must therefore fail. The
colophon of a Ms. of T. S. mentioned by Webert is said to
give the date 1425 A. D. which if true would conclusively
prove him to have lived at least two centuries before the
time we have assigned to him. But this is not possible.
The verse runs thus:—

ATATET T FU ALATTIETTLE: |

TRIT (HF T4 erdfRegfaaw 2 1
Here the expression sregammizysr=: has been incor-
rectly taken to'mean Sameaz 1481 or 1425 A. D. efey ought
to be taken for T and not 4, and then the date becomes 1725
A. D., making the Ms. 12 years later than that of Dr.

* Stein:—Catalogue of Sk. Mss. at Jammue

1 Weber's Berlin Catalogue, No 683, p. 203.
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Jacobi. Whatever uncertainty may still remain on the
point, one thing is unquestionable that Annambiatta could
have by no means been anterior to Kaghunditha whose date
is now tolerably settled.* It has also been suggested that
the Tribhuvana-Tilaka of Kanchi mentioned in T. D.t may
be some king contemporary with our author; but this is
also not possible, for no king of that name is to be found
in the genealogies of Kanchi after the 12th century. KEven
if the Tribhuvana-Tilaka be a real personage he must have
lived before the 10th century, for the illustration in T. D.
is literally cop1ed from Sridkara’s Nybya-Kandali which
was written in 991 A. D.f No inference can therefore be
drawn from the mention of Tribkuvana-Tilaka as to the -
date of our author.

Annambhatta was the son of Tirumala who is styled
Achdrya and whose name is preceded by the honorific title
of sgaraar=rrg in the colophons of several of our author’s
works. The colophon,§ which by the bye has been most
useful in proving the identity of the several Annambhattas,
is found only in Dr. Jacobi’s copy of Tarka-Dipik4 ( mark-
ed J). It however occurs at the end of two other works
of Annambhatta, namely Mitdkskard, which is a commentary
on the Brakma-Satras of Bédardyana, and the fragment of
a grammatical work named Vivaranodyotana, or Bhédshya—pra—
dipodyotana consisting of annotations on Kaiyyata’s
celebrated gloss on Patafijali’s Makabhishya., Tirumala
father of Annamblhatia, appearsto have beena Rigvedi Smarta,
Brahmana learned in the Vedanta philosophy and descend-
ed from a great man named Rdgkave who performed a Soma
sacrifice. It is not known whether Tirumala wrote any
works, but several authors of that name are mentioned by
Aufrecht. Annambhatia appears to have been an all-round
scholar, for he has left works on_at_least four sci _Sciences,
ua.mely Nydya, Vedwnm, Vya‘,/camm and Pzzrva-Mimdmsﬁ

Besides the Tarka-Sangraka and the l’ah’ed-szzkd Aufrecht

* See JTniroduction p. LIII suypra,
+ See p. 50 infra,
I See Iniroduction p. XLV supra ; P. B. Ben. ed. p. 6.
§ See p. 67 infra,
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mentions the following works as having been composed by
Annambhatta:—>* 1 Mitdhshard, 2 Tattoe-Bodhini- Tikit, 3
Nydya-Parisishta-Praké$a and 4 Subodhini-Sudhdsdre,
otherwise called Rinakojjivini. Of these the first is a short
commentary on Bddurdyans’s Brakma-Sitras and is un-
doubtedly written by the author of the Tarfa-Sangrake,
since it has the same colophont as is found in our Ms.- of
the Dipiké marked J. As to the other three nothing can
be said with certainty as I have not been able to procure
any copy of them. The second appears to be a commentary
on some work named Tattva-Bodkini, and Aufrecht marks
it as a Nydya work, apparently on the authority of Oppert.}
Aufrecht does not however mention any Nydya work of the
name Zattva-Bodhini, and possibly both he and Oppert were
misled. We know only three works bearing the name
Tattva~Bodhini, namely, a commentary on Saihskepa-Stisi-
raka by Nrisimha, s Tantric work by Ariskninanda, and
thirdly a commentary on Bhittoji’s Siddhinta-Kaumudi. So
Annambhatta’s Tikd may be a commentary on either the first
or the last. Or it is also possible that a Ms. of .lnnam-
bhatta’s  Viearanodyotanu, presently to be mentioned, has
been mistaken by Oppert for an independent work of this
name. The third work Nydya-Puridishia-Prakise is said’
to be a commentary on Uduynndchirya’s Nydya-Parisishia
and may possibly be Annambhatia’s Magnum Opus on the
Nyidya system. The fourth is said to be a commentary on
Ranaka or Nydya-Sudhi of Somesvara which in its turn
is a commentary onthe Tantra-Virtika of Kumdrila. Besides
these, Aufrecht and Hall mention two other works on
grammar called Katydyana-Pratisikhya-Vyalkhydna — and
Mahi-Bhiskyu-Vivaranodyotana written by an author named
Annambhatio.§ The author of the first of these was a pupil

* Aufrecht: Cutalogus Catalugorune.
i This colophon is repeated uat the end of each chapter ina Ms. of
the work which I had seen.

i Aufrecht: Catulugns Catalogorum. p. 20.
§ Hall: Biblivgraphical Inderof Indiun Philosophicalsysteins p.68,69.
T
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of Sumangale and may or may not be the same as the son
of  Tirumala. But the second work Vivuranodyotana
also called  Bhastyapradipodyotane which  consists
of notes on Kuwiyats’s commentary on Patafjali’s
Mahiabhishya can now be safely ascribed to the author of the
Tarke-Dipikéd. Two Mss. of a fragment of this Udyotana
are mentioned in Hultz’s recent Catalogue of Sanskrit Mss.
in Southern India ( Vol. I p. 66 ), the colophon at the end
of which tallies exactly with that found at the end of the
Dipikd and the Mitdkshard. Hall’s later opinion therefore
that this Udyofana was written by some other Annambhatia
cannot be accepted. Chandrasekhara Sastri of Madras
mentions two other works of Annambhatia: Tattva-Chintd-
manpydloka—Siddhdnjaena and a Brahmasttre~Vyitti, while he
calls Mitakshardagloss on Pdnini’s sttrasaccording to Kasikd.
Annamblhatte thus appears to have been a versatile writer,
since he has written at least three works on Nydya, one
on Piarva-Mimdmsé, one or two on Veddnia, and two if not
three on grammar. Annambhafte is also said to have had
an elder brother Ramakrishnabhatta who wrote Siddidnia~
Ratna, a commentary on Bhattoji’s Siddhdnia—Kaumudi.

Of all the works of Annambhatia, only the Tarka-Sei-
graka and the Dipikd appear to have attained any wide cele-
brity. They are the most popular works of their kind, and
they have been for several generations used as text-books
for beginners. The Tarka-Sengraka is a model work, hecause
it combines in a remarkable degree the three essential
qualities of a good manual, namely, brevity, accuracy and
lucidity. It was intended to supply an easy compendium of
the main principles of Nydye and VaiSeshika systems, and
the author has done his work admirably. Ofcoursethe work
is not entirely free from faults. Some of its passages are
marred by ambiguities of language or confusion of thought
such as make them almost unintelligible without the aid of
a teacher or a commentary; and even positive errors have
crept in one or two places. These occasional lapses were
however inevitable,because they are mostly due to the anthor’s
anxiety to avoid all subtleties and controversial topics that
may be beyond the comprehension of beginners. The attempt
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to frame broad and accurate definitions without descending
into the niceties of scholastic Nydye was a difficult one, and
it is highly creditable to our author that he has succeeded
even so well. Passages like those referring to #vor, qUrART»
|raTFAE, and g, as well as several othersin the Dipikd, only
prove that evena clear-headed writer like Annambhatiu could
not avoid some of the pitfalls that are so plentiful in the
path of a student of Nydya.

The most glaring fault of the Tarka-Sangraka, however, is
that it errs too much on the side of brevity; and the defect
is sought to be cured by supplying some of the deficiencies
in the Dipika. In fact, the Dipikd is more like a revised
and enlarged edition of the originalthanamerecommentary
upon it. It appears to have been written some time after the
Sangrake, for in several places the author introduces
additions and corrcctions in the commentary, which are
obviously later thoughts but which could not be conveniently
inserted in the text after its circulation. The clause sta=gar-
g |ia* which is proposed to be added to the definition
of grTor is one instance out of many showing how serious
omissionsin the text are supplied in the commentary.The way
in which some of the new topics are introduced inthe Dipikd
also shows that they were most probably suggested when
the anthor was actually teaching his primer. It is not there-
fore unreasonable to suppose that the Dipiki came to be
written when the author saw by experience the necessity of
elucidating the many obscurities that remained in the Sangra-
k. The practice of writing a commentary on one’s own
work was not uncommon among Nydye writers. In Medizval
times Dinndge and Dharmakiréi had written commentaries
on their own works. Similarly Varaderdja the author of
Térkika-Kakshé wrote its commentary the Vydkhyd, and/
Visvandtha, the author of Bhdskd-Parickchhedns and!
Siddhénta-Muktdvali immitated him. Annambhatio seems to
have taken 17Szandtha’s works as his models.

Although Annambhotta rarely quotes or refers to any
previous writer, there can be no doubt that he was aware of

* 8ee T. D. p. 26 infra,



LXVIII Tarka-Sangraha.

the latest views on the many controversial points. He does
not slavishly follow any particular master, nor does he
confine himself wholly to any of the ancient or modern schools
of Naiydyikis. He chooses his doctrines from all writers
with the sole view of constructing a fairly consistent and
intelligible system. As the Saigraka and the Dipiké are
professedly mixtures of both the Nydya and the Vaiseshiko
systems, the author borrows from writers of both schools;
but unlike others who have adopted the same plan, he
generally adheres to Gotama’s views with respect to matters
coming under logic proper, 7. e¢. in the sections treating of
Buddhi and its subdivisions, but follows Kundda in the rest
of the book. In cases of conflict between the ancient and
modern Naiydyikas he mostly prefers the ancient view as
being the simpler or more striking, and generally adopts the
older definitions as far as possible. He has greater sympathy
with the older ﬁc}zch-yas than with the modern ever-innovating
writers of the Nuddea school. But although a conservative
in this sense he generally keeps an impartial attitude and
steers clear of all disputes without identifying himself with
any particular side. It is this characteristic which distin-
guishes his works from other manuals, and which makes them
as primers for beginners preferable eveu to the otherwise
superior treatises of Viscandtha.

Instances of specific borrowing are too numerous to mention.
Many of his definitions of categories and their subdivisions
he has copied literally from the scholium of Prasastapdds
e. g. those of g=w, ®a, T/, WA+, ?q—ﬁi‘) |&AT, g &3y, and
several others. Sometimes he adopts the emendation
suggested by Sridkara, and sometimes he rejects Prasusta-
pddd’s definition in fofo in preference to a modern one, e. g.
in the case of srrer and gy, Occasionally he borrows even
long passages from Prasastapida, e. g. the passage begin-
ning with v @fayr in Sec. 10 p. 6 Infre. He also _appears
to have borrowed largely from the writings of Sridhara,
Udayana and Siwvéditya, as well as the principal writers of
the Nuddea school, Gangesa, Raghundthn and Gadbdhara.
Outside the circle of Nydya writers, Annambhatic has the
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greatest sympathy with the Veddnte school. He often quotes
the views of the Mimdssakas, and even inserts a short
disquisition on @@y in the concluding portion of the Dipikd.

Besides the Tarka-Saigraha and the Dipikd, the present
edition includes another commentary onthe Saigrake named
Nydyo-Bodhkini by Govardhene. It does not possess any
peculiar feature that requires special notice. It is on the
whole rather discursive, treating of some topics elaborately
and omitting others altogether. Nothing is known about
the writer; but from his work he appears to have been well-
versed in the subtleties of the later Nydya. He is apparently
different from the writer of a commentary on Kesavamisra’s
Tarka-bhishi. He makes valuable suggestions here and
there, but his frequent indulgence in scholastic hair-splitting
makes the work somewhat difficalt for novices.The obscurity
of the style and the want of a reliable Ms. are also great
drawbacks in the case of this commentary. It is included
in this edition for two reasons, first, because it is taught to
advanced pupils in many parts of India, and secondly because
it will familiarize students with the controversial method
and formule of the modern Nuiydyilas.

The popularity of Annambhatia’s works can be best
measured by the host of writers who have commented upon
them. The commentaries on the Sengraie are too numerous
to notice here, but a list of them, complete as far as our
present knowledge goes, is given in Appendix B. Only
two of these need special mention, the Vdkya-Vritti of Meru
Sastri, and the Siddhdnta- Chandrodaya of :S"v‘ikriskf_m Dhirjati.
The former is very short but always tothe point, and usually
gives the meaning of the author in a few pithy sentences.
The writer was a celebrated Pundit of modern times, and
his remarks in cases of doubt or ambiguity are entitled to
great weight. The Siddkinta-Chandrodays being perhaps
too copious and exhaustive is useful to beginners but not
always reliable. The best guide to the Sanyruhz and the
Dipiké, however is the  Tarka-Dipiké-Prakbsa of
Nilakantha, popularly known as Nilakanthi.
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Nilokantha appears to be a recent author. According to
Pundit Mukunda Jha of Darbhanga he wasa son of Ramabhatta
surnamed Pani of Kaundinya gotra and was born in
Andhra country. In his later years he lived at Benares
and died in 1840. His son Lakshmi—Nrisimha whoalso lived
and died at Benares wrote a commentary, Bhdskarodays on

Nilakantha’s Prakdsa.



ABBREVIATIONS.

B. P.—DBhdshi~Purichchheda by Visvanatha Pafich4nana,
edited and translated by Dr. E. Roer ( Bibliotheca
Indica ).

Brahm. 8fit. —Brakma-Siitras of Bidardyana with the
scholium of Sankardchérya.

Brih. Up.

Brih. Ar. U

Din. —Dinakart or Siddhinta-Muktdvali-Prakida by Divi-
kara Bhatta.

G. 8. —Gotama-Sdtra or Gotama’s Aphorisms of Nyaya.

J. B. B. R. A. 8. —Journal of the Bombay Branch of the
Royal Asiatic Society.

Jaimi. 8, —Jaimini’s S#éras on Phrva-mimbmsé.

Kath, Up. —Kathopanishad.

Kus. — Kusumdfjali of Udayanacharya edited and translated
by E. B. Cowell. ( Calc. 1864. )

N. B. —Nydya-Bodkini by Govardhana.

Nil. or Nilakantha. —Tarka-Dipika-Prakada by Nilakantha.

Nyaya-B. —Nydya-Bindu edited by Dr. P. Peterson ( Bibli.
Ind. )

Nyaya-B. T. —Nydya-Bindu-Tiké by Dharmottarficharya
edited by Dr. P. Peterson.

Nyaya- K. —Nydya-Kosha by Bhimacharya 2nd ed. (Bombay
Sanskrit Series. )

P. B. —Prasastapida’s Bhishya with Sridhara’s Nydya-
Kandali edited by Vindhyesvariprasid (Vizianagaram
Series, Benares. )

Sankhya-T. K, —Sdnkhya- Tattva-Kaumudi by Vachaspati-
mwisra edited by Taranath Tarka-Vachaspati(Calc.1871.)

8arv. D. 8. —Sarva-Dardana-Sangraka by Madhavacharya
( Cale. ed. )

8. C. —Siddkénta-Chandrodaya, a commentary on Tarka-
Sangraka by Srikrishns Dharjati.

. } Brikaddranyakopanishad.



LXXT! Tarka-Sangraka.

8. M. —S8iddhdnin-Wuktirali by Visvanatha Pafichdnana.

8. P. —Sapta-Padérthi by Sivaditya.

T, A. —Tarkimrita by Jagadisa.

T. B. — Tarka-Bhishi by Kesava Misra, edited by S. M.
Paranjpe ( Poona. )

T. D. — Tarka-Dipiki.

T. K. —Tarka-Kaoumud: by Laugikshi Bhaskara, edited by
M. N. Dvivedi ( Bombay Sanskrit Series. )

T. 8. —Tarka-Sangraka.

Vat. —Vatsyiyana’s Commentary on Gotama-Sitre edited
by Jibananda ( Cal. 1874.)

Ved. Par. — Veddanta-Puribhishé, by Dharmarajadhvarindra
( Cal. ed.) :

V. S. —Vaieshika~Satra or Aphorisms of Vaiseshika philo-
sophy by Kandda.

V. 8. Up — Vaiseshika—Satropashkira by Sahkara  Misra,
edited by Jaya Néarayana Tarka Pafichanana (Cal. 186L).

V. 8. Vritti. — Vaiseshika-stfra-Vryitti by Visvanatha Pafich-
dnana ( Cal. ed. )

V. V. —Vikya-Vritti, & commentary on 1Zarke—Sangraha by

Meru Sastri ( Bombay 1873 ).
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f e
GEZIPEN
THEOTFT rEaegr I akas

20 0 €0 D> 0P S

[¢]
fri 2 fras fm geaRe |
Tt gEITE e ahare ||
Y THEAAH
fysa gragfd aforwer A a5 |
il Rigleal $9 araagdioRg U
frafiaes geuer fidaiaaresy freEraasRar-
AT A AT ReaT Ags Rrafend (-
A dargr wiRsa— T |
aaanammm Tiftd | AgS FASH 1HTM--
Tt fATEIEeATY, AEEETS FEEAN! G-
ATETAETNTRIGR 9 | Bhomaed1§) Raargearad-
ETUE: | FIEFAIRT § FRATEE T AgE Faqdl A SR |
T AFSTT FsT (% TATNAL I | 7| RIErTRgAaga-

. [ X —
1 il gives as ‘til. firdag and | prigafat and fEFROrEeat
explains i FRTE BT TTAT1ETE- rebaining the remaining sent-
wreg ¥ a.sv reads fiped. ence as above., N reads differ-

2 Aund Fread fr g ga e arsa, eutly mmﬁsﬁrﬁm-
but a'l other copics omit X- ft qmtgrm “mf&ﬁ
fag®; D has stgarw.” FTIFTITET GATHTGITATE and

3 M has Frgyarg for FrEw- gives the other ¢. I in
gigt in this and the following a footnote. See Note loc,

sentence, Fand Q interchange eit,




? TR [ sECT. 1.

- XE TATOTETY | TR —AES Fg A AaHe T, S
MARTEARATTAT qUNEAT | AreTrE) SATRIRITT-
IR | UEMHTER! AT IERurATarg | Rred we-
of | “q gATTeRd FH 81 SeareAE T [AfganEa |
AREYET 57 | aF99 AT gfq qhl geAga-
gt g N EETRT B s | F6 -
AT HF—JWATITA | AR A g7
T € gened: || 7 qgY ahgedy weg pAdAqdIe
a0 g7 AE—ATSERIAR | qumiiEgaagsEt
AT A qFAES: | AL, F § @A | &
FA1 3670 geqq are—faqrafy | @5 se=ar A
g} T (At eqmle, §fE qEuE g@ead: |
T&UTT REANEoT a7 FaERR 9T Feaead:
SRR IRENBE
AfFermETR AFEd | a8 |
AT AT Eagy =Ry
e geger (@ RarRuarerd @eaamaerreas
A R ﬁm"mwsf Fergt FaaR—EaE@E oy .
- [=] |
mqﬁnwmﬁ%xmmm T T 1)
q. . — T Ta—g a1 | Tgermd: 1y 81 sger-
AT trq’r?fmqrwmri ECES ﬁmﬁa e e
R SR AT aﬁ%ﬁ@ﬁmrwﬁ‘aﬁ Ecite

1 Some Mss, adé “garawrar | 3 A ¥ 3 and P add gvgy and.
AT’ iy SR 1 bas : also inserits #® Lefore it
the addition is not w.rrant | 4 AT end P addwmgbeforeaifiys
ed as the context wefors to | unnscessarily; Y Z read ga@
HEiHagy® ouly. for FE; Q. has faga for

2 G fguds v wET. 4w,




spor. 3. ] aeifEr sradfy - = Sl 'y

1R qaTeh: TR A 7| A iATeT FRTEnT, AT yfa-
AR A FETTRRE ) 7| 1gE FAaaTd-
TESICANTR STI=STAATY || A ARIFTaAed qa A=Al
fift 3959 | @ ¥ gafsemiygaaarTaad saffd
T FEAEEAEAAHE f‘°*-lIIQ"H”Hd%IHMQTQchmcﬂQ }
TR Feeay

=1, A — AT TIPS — T3 AR | T qeIger 131
S FEATEEATAANSTCATIRY ST | 7 RFTgTd-
TITCHET GEATERY G413 | A1 AfEETpraA1gt geaty afor-
WA qIET A A qTgey g 99 | odr AiogHadr
qiRFAER | qUgHTEgTT GIETIRST (RFeaad §fd HEedd |
qeT=e iR RTETETd st s | a0 TRTFIHET agIEeT
QIR (FaTE AL AT (e A A=A g
AR FEITT S aTaaeateand Taral 3 gl

[%]

T FEA QR AAPATR AR AT e 73 1|

. §t.—% Rusi—a st | 7 ey g
AT | T AT g ey | A aeE
FHETE TR 49 5 ST | et g amEdl-
wﬁmﬂ?ﬁm?ﬁmmqr{w f?ﬁmmmm k! el
P&gq ECE amanﬁvaﬁﬂ'aﬂfar ,war—errql SEASE
I, wﬁmqmmﬁmmnrm m’»’r?ﬁr‘a AR

A
1 Q.omits mam‘m and sub-’ a mmwrg AT
stitute A FIIOEHATE: | g | wirgrA eI taRe -
L omits the whole p'a.~s"f*e GAE(; bus it seems to be in-

from #g to gepaTy; Ml wlso
appears to have bad doubts terpolated from some: other

about its authenticity. See | COmmentary, J on:uts m
Note loc. eit. also. :

2 AMFWMWWWI&B ' 3 A and J omit mm




" aSdoe: [ sEcr. 3.

GEUTETTATATS | AT ST, LTt EaTeTs | AT
gy, TrqaeaTTaTeR A qedTs | aEnraar quAssTEa
9 | aAEEISTSHITRTETd | qIE—aAT 7 7 §IIF el
mﬂqﬁgmﬁﬁaﬁm IRSEEERIGEETIRIEICt
F€T FIRUEETT, | AN TFITHAST AATIGET: | T 1o
A JeI=T |H: | o1ar 9 geamuiiig 19gq |
FETeAIAA<] U a1 SeaareIgaeE | a&%ﬁ‘-
rgfRiEHEATT:, T4 A Eﬁfm‘aﬂi IECEREINGLIRERIE]
AT AT YT | SEAAAFAAHGHE: T4 mmw |
LGRLERRECIIEL a?erhq | § TIrErAROd A |
| BT RGHIRATCO, | ST sate
SRR TifeiERoT afgeed qdEime 3|
|SAAETEA SRR g 7 I, A FTERE-
YR || Y AT T UGS | S JeE-
fRAeg=y TR 91 mwammﬂrﬁﬂanﬁm
ﬁarrmra | ARERe w WRIIAR FATEEEEa-
SRR T4 | mifaﬂ'mﬁa ararmr{‘m?ﬁ oY JoTT-
- I R
=qT. §Y. —=Ih ﬁwmﬁ*gﬁﬁﬁ T 30~
Feqeq geareRy a1 | aufE e auedi wiaioear-
e RIS T Mg | 7 ¥ Fougeatasauial-
T QUHFFA T | AERETEeT e -
) m‘m TR | qHET ﬁﬁ—mmmam‘ar |

L1 AF & Q read i for AT 3 Nil. notices gaqay as ». Lfor

2 A Fand Q here insert gy aiye @aurd, and remarks that the

wrarfguesy, while Pand Y two readings are 1denmoal in
bave gyqr A1 WrET(RASY |7 | S.nse. :

, wfipse; but the words arve | .4 M adds Wmm-‘
found in no othercopy. TERTTATT LAANR:.




sor. 6. ] AR e % |t “

Soaerar: LftqrurersiaTar  FAREAIT: | FEHTaEal gUE-
§o77d RAg AR | AHEES ST A R (R D E =TT
At wErE | F 9 AEEATRERS WERRETEE-
BOAR aTo7q | ATQISHITEART  GaTqa ooy kAT -
ATEFATHE TRAT | TRATSURITEROATATT I
To7e5 Frgd | A ASRIdieg Jfae gTTatonh-
RIRIRCEERCICIGE
[ %]

FI(AT mwwwmwzmw’hﬁwwmm—
A T TRE TS L S A S BT IR TG e T
TagHTRTan |
. Fr.— FSH—eUl | FEIFEE AT a1 aE
ST | YOI 4T | 9 SYraggeahiTeaaral [Feamr-
TeaTeRd IYEAMEDT S ¥ SYEeT  [eEMIEETETd
ERREAFEERIEEREL R IIEREI R A
[«]
TR T IERIRTRAIR 92 #3197 ||
7. §T—F RAvsi—aeuliy | Eanfha a
¥Rl i | FiEsATgT | A SHoea-
Rty o g1 Werguaafids | smordamE a-
HsTTET TERYERR: |
[&]
g %rfﬁ FEeRatic:
1 U. and W read sysrisymzzd. fissw=mifava o \T«mm‘ﬂ'ﬁ
2 U. Las figeurl® and W, auds {&; but the passage is nei-
qF ERTTLATRIT. ther noticed by Nil. nor found
8 N bere adds giRFAANAGH | in any other copy.
rg R rawtaT-

ard wapR oy Wity 1g- |4 A ond Fadd o after v,
wﬁmmm !'5 Some Mss. omit this seutence,




& ' CETT oy [ sECT. 6.
q. T.—aME AN —aUaR | TERmEER
ST FFASUIN | AT TqET Smiaiia |
[o]
frRazeTgsdl AITETTa @
q. g —3 fArmi—aaf | sReniyagere
IATOG SAFIAMRIGH T (g7 )

[¢]
AT @ |
. &Y. —quaITeT 331 AR —augraiRa |
[3]

AMAATET | FOTHE: TR ST E 1S+ -
SRR |

. S —r fAs—TdTaE

[]

feaadt gl | R frenfren 9 1 frw
EHIET | e s | fafaten wRGEE-
AT | TWRASREAE_ | 57 Tt 91 -
gatd | free gearme: i)

. ft — TR MPAAAEARTY SHOHE —IF T

R | T TR | A T wagedT frr

AT | 97 GETGOTITAH 557 TEIRAN T eaTgTg=
STY: | 7 F O AT CATINRAIAR G729 | SEA9edT qs

1 A omits &3y, i 8 A and B add ziF after =,

2ADFKQ W. and X add | 4 All ¢ pies except A B and F
#= before r=qadl; See Note | omit |T before gas; See Note
fos. cit, 1 logyeit,




sEcT. 11. ] aﬁﬁmm@maﬁrm ®

EGICREEE| ﬁrsnr*mﬁm I & ﬁmﬁ‘mﬂrﬁ-
RIT J97 TRRATAT S F OIS CANATE T RatgaeT),
T TERER TR 6 STt
QRAETTFIE 9 WATSTRNI | 7 TG FTFET GargTeadn
T FAAT FETRANGAT 7 G ST 379 -
PAGTT FIABANGATAIT Ul

gfydt Awsa—ar fEfawh | Fered dSemieieEg |
el AT || THRU=Ror {qaa—ygaR |
STTeHAT AIMTTAA (R | 4gIRoaraa Ju SHy a8
TAAAY | GEEWFAAEEARER {I || ARAUEAR-
WOATHTAGIT ARG GIAATA AT, | TR -
fFgafar fAem: | @ ¥ rega=e{] iRy TaelR-
fegd mEarSgag TeaEtay T fYeRYT @R auga
ey | iR aR—arARmnR | TRRtEd
FEAR—zFaeER | TrqmEEWR PR |
HIOMAT &7 | ATRTIEAEEIS: | @O 39y |
amfEEe s graR—radm

qT. T —ITTAI0 | T79975 qi=1 Faoreg | F&m
TRt | gfdficd semaE=eEd | TeRaRey gvd g el
FEAATRTH: | AT 90 TETAT=STH: W AT B=7T SETAT|
1 T SFAEEEH (O, gegar et o
faeraiiReany SRl geqar et aaaT=ysd
T qreqq

[22]

MaTRTeT ¢ | mm’% T (e enReny | Rean
ORI | AERAL FAEn | AR TR

1 A and B insert gr: before ga:. l ceding section,
Bee Nobe o grin the last pre.




¢ FRaas: [ sEcT. 11

TR | T Teue | e s e e
Tafd | B aRe@gzag:

. &7 —ai gaomE- —5Nan | SRfTESS S e-
RO aRgerarAIfFTogsTeaCeTaa<y argaq | fid
Riedefiare Jeas-ang famfamafy afen: |
F=egd [AOeT ST

[R]

IuRTREARS: | ARt Pranfied 7| fred oy
T | st wawuy | gfald sREraimaiaE |
TRREAF | TFEd TWEs Ty %IEWHW‘Wﬁ
g | mWﬁ’ﬁ*’q’mﬁmﬁmil A T |

S| ﬁ-q frETR | g TRMMEEREa | o
ot gAE |

7. . —TH FATHE—ISUALTHAR | I -
e wiaedsTgarEanIaEmEaeany: | @v9 @ase—
R | A7 gal s faergsargRaniak| 9 |
" e A TATRY FAAAINGUA, TEHTRIGATE
ggeTEdad, el uteedd  anfagsaggen®-
GAWTET: FTTHTOTGTE RO | GIOETeT-araa@anT geg-
A ZITEEIANGTOAA  MATAIIR: | aeareiagsa-
FIEFIIITIFATT  FageARIE] AT IR-
qIT SHATIIN:, QETAT a3 aaeadag, A ewed-
R | TSR A& s F g Teqyar qfa-
HTEUSRa: | TErgAT dearnd g |

1 A Band X add gfirg sfter | 2 A inserts ggag alter mny-
IRABTE- EEA-



seor. 13. ] SR URAT =ity g q &

[3]
sERTeETETg | 9 GRS fredsters | R
PHIGED: | wieq: wEwy: | gatger adicad-
- P - ~ @ Q= Iy <
TTAEN | A7 AR | ST 9 e uie
T | BT giiemeaEg: ||

FEFREEE T I | ¥ SRegariEe-
YA =9 |

7. 1. a1 TR —E TR | SR
W SRR | IEEReRe Ko sechan |
T ATOET FIFGATE TeAd AE—ITORIT | ®@ 9 |
U QIO AN AR T ged: | ety
A | Aife-~T1s A A geromefiaerdt wew §
=T FwEfaAT o JUEIZTAG | T TET YT IEAE-
JTTH: TEEFATE AT | 9 Sgdetdt, senefia-
Fr9TE=A | T, wsrrqaﬁqwgql qq7:, W:T‘gb
FOTEITAIET7A1q, | TRATe: T AaiTeasioT: § arg: (199
MY T TPIETTATEZARM 37 | SEaRTIeed-
R CEIC IR E R o el G R E-R S Lo b [P ] TAETET-

AR w2 TRy | TS w&rwmﬁr‘a asrmgr—
RIAFS AEA(( T4 MIEAPTIORET | T 99 TSRS
PIEFIAFATIIN: | §RRA1T | AERTEIR S aeATg IR |

S T A e b N E R PO LI E LT B FETT |
$qte] (AT B SR | ae THATITE-
TN G GOFIEIE | rﬂﬁmﬂr:ﬁﬁzrwq | T TETHT-
v agdt g wger emdr RISy IR D
CIECTAST REAETET WIS aICRAy Gy | (3o

k!



0 AnEuE: [ secT. 13

GRATIEAFANT |0 FYFARE | FARTYHAR | TTFGEC-
ORETS HETTHETEART: || ARHATARTCOTATLTEATFHAN:,
FUATCRROAETETEHAN S U519 | GImaaqiIae-
ORISR Sfa /e

% g JCHTERET T | IS | Segdadiey
FENTH TES UG TeqEATY, , TFIFTATILTT, | ST~
FITAIST WAFAT AEFEAFATAGAG | AT AYHEIT: §
qTAN: | § T (A | TR FToHeq STARATIHSMG, | GrEqeT-
FEE “qTar T [EAHRTI | AT FE: ey, | §e-
FEFAAG SATTIST: | FAATTHTIAGT AZGT 213 [Fa%: 1l

1. T— IR GF [T 9y Aweah—
TUREAR | ®EaE 9f eiawd qraoHoy | §iaay-
w7 BREHTT SR ARt aEeand | &3
JOFATEIE  UIEATET AU IREAR FsE-
EFETCOTTT [SUTONTEAE | ATF-ATSIE SATRIUNET= RS-
ETIfRETNT WICRAEET Gea1q, | 9 IF 50 |-
ST SEa0EwY | J97 M Ee sav 3q 93-
FEFYAN A gEfs e g fFaamend |
FEITHAT SIFFUENEY, | SLTAT=B AT F 5T
SRR | Jo rfiowmE F6 355
@R ST | TG q0 F@IaE H0E
ST T THFUGA TGAETET BURIATIRITIEY

1 A¥N Q. and W add after | 2 A C,N, P Y Z put the first
this §OTT AECIIT (T TATA- part of the sentence in the
qftaroraTaiw:, F reads ‘g, form of a gAY as Y AEY-
N has gegmgag: for wwE- FTREY FF gwma; A CKZ
wf¥mroreaTats:, while Q. hasg- omit 7g; A K Y read gra®
FaoRATOTTR:; but as all other for
copies omit the sentence it c

seems to be an interpolation. | 3 V and W omit this sentence,




spor. 15,1 adfim =gEtEn = afta: 3

FACTHEATT, | S EAHGHAAT AT |
FETATSSEFTAAIIFOE 9 SeTaa=gsaa=g=i-
AR FUTARER: | JeIIaeg Seada=a-
TRAAATIFHO G FETAT=S TRAAANSRLOAAH =
TRAIMETY | AGEIE]  SETAESEgReAITR (AT
Fifireaq |

[22]
TegqomERE | a5 frg fred T
7. g1 S qEFTAHT | TFRA B
IREITE AT | HeAE—a G H A | 9 FaonaErEeTs: |
TR AT ARG e — e | we-
ydg=aE AN R | aae TRzATRAET e
a1 | AR AT —w e A
FqT. 41—~ ATHRT ST | EGIOTHIAR | S 7095
IR U 07 GO 2@ AaarT Aefas iRy |
FHATAT UR[IAATTET TIFAG | a3 | &Y T97 T2 €0
we: wigaT 34 | gEiRaraTFarg o=y AfAr gom: |
AIFRIAE | e AT | ffeR | -
FEEAE By | qdcd 7 fharsTea | gfEaRsiang-
FANY GAl | IRETRAEATAFRIEH  FaTgaT=Tq | A
I IR E-CPIRIERL D ETCEE)

[24]
ARG T | & J90 Cryfieas ||

q. §t—F FHTR— G | G we q9-
FrafRaHERe 7 |

1V reads fifwgaorgsaa for | frsszaamomegsTes,



g2 REDS P ER [ sEcT. 15,

qT. T.—F1F ST M—TFIAN | STIRREGTET S
U STIEREgHATERA-ATREIgRond  Sarat Ay
RICIGC W

[2&]
TEAMEETTEGEE | & 3% fd fe % 1)
d. &1, — & SuaE—rgiiq | GaE 5 @-
[EREITCEWl
T, AT FFOATE—GTGT | gTTIaE Far
RBFMT | SEATTFUTGAT (GFAAHT | 430w Qg
qEFatgar Fuardy |
[29]
amqurm l g Tgﬁif. TR SERal 7 |
AT GIT THRNE QT | SErear Smde e
e |

. 81— SAUATE——F(RT || ST BTi—

g gty o | waEr syoaE—aSty | FegmEnd-
FOEHCIIY | AT G (o q4005 | T dres-
et | g STEHITAR 47 | ARIHENEeTATg | AT-caHTen-
gETREAfiR®aET | aragaE fzmEEh w | G
8T Fgerd l’JMl«g‘dCch’HHth AT, |

1 ABCF,.Q.and Xread fiegr | 4 AFand Q. insert m'cqm‘m
fa¥aT =1, but the reading ad- mqmmm:rmj arter {3 -
opted in the text is better as T, but the words appear to be
it agrecs with the definitions interpolated and areineonsis-
of Fr& and 2qTeHT. tent with the Vedie text cited

2 A B X sfrarenr gravear ; O, further on. Z has Freggwre
G STq: for SyavenT. FICSATATIE AT To5: [T

3 A Badd gwy:@rizeRa: atter HETERER2IUFHAN  THT0T-

. FrATIAET AT



$ECT. 18. ]  TEEMUFAT SATAINAAT F Gl &)

IUEFATEIOARA TR T FGq< Fdeaq | SUEH qHAT-
PO | §FSIAvanggeagiErga gy | ¢ 7 waw
§ g 7 genamdis® a7 A

ST5T FAOAE--—ATT 30 | GEIEATHTE T340 |
T ¢ AFAIE A@SEY T EPTET qAETery iRe
ATTeaT=aEardn I9 | ETeasE FENEaRT 9
JRARIETEAATSE ARIEGT | ATHFEAOMAAES | T91ed
“AISE qEnzEEl WSEUEET @A wAmd eI e
YIRS T4 SSTEATTRATHTIN, | TEHTEE R ETATaRDI
BIERI CERCHEIR eI BRI e I S B L
I EEIaEagd | T AemMORAT: | 9T §ed-
FMeTaaga FATRIFA-TRATASTY | qeatfaea fysha: |

M. A—aEE AT ST T A |
AIHOTTE FEATAT AAATASTATE |

[2<]

gErgTeRanAnted 9 | 99 ST aaE-
= wargEl e T 0l

q. S.—AT41 gEuAE—gEid | TR q@
A qA%1 FA0g | 491 AASTi——qF@ | G-
AT W A SRR AR IS AR el | qTAT-
TEATRI | TATTRAMASAAATIGNGETS: | 79 790
A1) (e @3, *REAEA@REHNAER 39 | 7997 Gy
ST AN F AN AR RO AR e eTd, |7
T g TEANSREn =g | aegdneT Ao gy-
FIMETEET, | TRENQREIE AT aTeT  qaqr

1 A Binsert ziygafter gg quite | 2 E H read AFET.
unnecessarily. "



i‘& Er%a‘ng [ secT. 18.

REAEEATg | S § A3 A (a@ A gfaufy
’a'qT g | T9T FEfd agr AN ANTTARTE: |

T, YIS gEATiQ | ety -
ERTC | AT ¥ GEIRETERRHROE Fdliegaed a8l &-
AU | SEETANA TEEEReANaE: [ | [
STHITETA ATH-T(EATAATT FTANH T FHRATARIO-
T | A ElegEe gy ||

[2:]

TR O T | T THASG AR R Aw -
RIEECEHIRR R (REIEEREIEIC IR E R RER G IERL
IATETE FS | AagE asnyg ||

. §1.——& Sald—ag R | feagrasaniarorT
- TTIYEY | ST SAEATRATCOE qoregy | AR sty-
STRAATT  FHTHITRSIIHT 99 | &7 AISTH——a-
S || T ATeIg A (SN HEETT 1T sy’ 39 | §oey
. STt AT | A9 (92 STATEIET qfaiieara 99 |
TR TTEAMCTERATHGI | 7 TR AGeqaaasy qeqaied-
AT AT | TEATHTET TeTafeqrgqTean FEaTg: |
ETEATATAE—TAFT | ol Aoy i —agfi

1 A, B, X read smureas 3pd and that of ereg; while, taken
W gF | respectively;d, K,
have the same as A without
the last =7; B, &, H have 3z v .
wrErt. The reading adopted adverbs modifying gz
in the text is that of C, D, and N has fa3rsqqd 39 for swerat-

Se.,and is preferred as making IYTIATAR q1=07. C, Y, 2
the sense clearer. apyrexy and omit the sentence TRIMA

qreqy, when prefixed to g, &c. ; while A omits the nexst
zerve to distingnish the parti- sentence ®g &e. G, L, M, P
vular kind of grggeyof e from and W. omit both sentences.

separately, they can give pro-
per sense only if construed as

o




SECT. 20. | aSdfusn sqrrdifea v afde: gy

qL. q—0 FEIR—FYAIAT | qguigas-
fireqere wwer @erony | FUSERTEE  WEEE: |
ATLFLIATTATEN | ATFeATS Ty Tasheamy: | 3 o
RIHERRICRIE I SRR A eI R R L Gl
TEROMT ACAMIEEY | Fgaiama am Fghfntyr-
e W TAtEeEs, | AT G aHRs-
faean: fengEaf TauiaeaRREEe < | o9 -
PO AT(EY | feTlqsag et -gaaraearsTaai-
FAEA AT | AdifeT JEegE=maRenT Jeui-
AR | A T A A SUHFTALITTA | ST
AW ARECTEY | T T TR T TH AR -
AT § FgsterngTeIaRTEame sload: | A
TG0 SreaoERsmhae JgaiaRaaEnan
¥ | qoiger FRIOEE | 9 N AneRaear
HeTgEfEamTTaA T T @R aTeTg | SEuEaR-
Siffghzaasie AT aguEEaE, | a9 Taat
AMGAMAAGUEAET  gamars s Eean:
AT A H T AT E TS q T TeT S SeTaae-
AFAAT  AMFEIGA | 9 SIReRases qo-
AIE Ay gavigEEmE: | saegr-
T AT || U4 TETR@ef0r RqorgaEe gaamm-
HOETATEATR: | RISTTE Sy e -
AT (M AR TR |

[Re]

AT T T | ° ¥ QRS STrRShaias-
Ereig | gt | g@emi i | S A )

7. §.— STTR-—@AR | wsheRReT




7% ARGRE: [ sEor. 20.

qoTE | TEETHIAE iR | o feer g
—gfesgriam | -
[2]

TOEET 00 7= | @ F g auiwiy |
IEEmEE R i

q. &1 ——T=4 FATO——H|T@ | TaISIR=anfaronT
Jordsq |l

[2%]

ACTEZATTHUN o0 TR | | T o | shan-
TUEHEE, TATINATR: | & ot 5 | SR
M | SAgeonEa: qEEErEAn |

q. g0 serft—a i | sEstEmRarony
OTTEY | GAMEIEAEIRAROTT ATAT3H, |

T, F1. 0] TR~ TR U0ET $77 | =0
HTITE QAU @I | SeafERm g
qdaETeg || TEAATEIHIST (AT AT TTRT T e ||

[23]

wmEaged gOEal qEeEiTed ¥ | EsnaeRe
et = | freae (e | stiRcmA e 0

q. L ——IERSAR | TFRGTFA | 3T (R AT
FAFALGET §eTe: | 91 TTATYCAY YT A HOPRTEL |

STAITRTER 92 TCATGY RATARICqAT YAATIANT T0y-

1V reads HeUTEETA=ING" I satisfactory. The one adopted
which is perhaps preferable. in the text may moean a fur-

2 N Z and JNil. omit qrE. nace if interpreted asa Buhu-
Other readings are Ir(qrE and vrThl compound yTHET (rz=y)
qTE; but all are equally un- | grat TRAT,



SECT. 99. | St s 7 «lEa 9N

FIRFAOT THDREA: | 713 QTR GHITREoE | aei-
(TR ST | AEEEH EIRTRCOM | AHIEEY
FOTETHEETHRO 27 fgarRagar aufEn: | [Eazer
SR CICRIEREREL AT R L A i UL ER IR IR
fIZTTRATEAT AT | 17 TF ITAFURAT I RA eI
faers: | e | STeErEerd: | Repra an | wamEa-
faerd: | erfaegmafate | aoERRefierd: | snigTges-
TEd TPTATEAANCIA | TEAe Jeraieh 94t | ag
& STEAEE |

1. AL —erREaEd yReat erwata | g
ORI | O AW EEEE I | g T A
T | SUSAET BT GONEIEIETT TqeRl (sl
d1: | @ iETE® | ETRRe MRS T
FEEGHCE T | qUNE  goITHAETE TR
AT H A FTA S RAETTR  ®reacey  qiar-
et TEEEIFGCIEAA. | SedeRasa sy
CEREIE R LI R IC PR R RIUL LRI L RIG CEE TR I
RYIREAGAANT, | ARAETATRIET Sl [Faeon |
T3 TSR [GRE0 WIEHE SWEA a4
AR ASAERsEETE guaTeIEes: | W asi-
STARISH TFATHEFET A GEAMGHA | AEHZAG -
ST ARG T O TR | S8 -
OEATHFRATAEST qRafETT AT | 9T
TRFHFOMGATHITIR 057 9 GUTTARICATY (FSretest:-
AR TIEAAG agawal 7 TRy w®nfEE
giq  AEMERATRIGHSFIQSLEIN 90 | a8
AELTHILATET  SETA | G @RI TS TATY 270
AT | SAETORIEHH0 TG || O AETgmaea:




8¢ R E RS I [ sEcT. 23.

THTOIRRT FEd | O TEAfERT SRR WA
fgTaeey €1 &{F |
[23]

CHRAIREATIRRG: €61 | AaEe T R AR -
e | U gt 7 | e freaaframan-
a7y | e @ aieeaa ||

a. §t.—deal saafd—uHReard |

[34]

AT qRAT | TEeTE N | Ay 9Y-
v g At

. . —IRA FETR—ATAR | TRATS FRS—
AR | AT (820 | @10 wgd fi9ed geaed T |

[ =& ]

TTERHR T | et |

q. . —TIF SEIR—IAT | FAEGIAT 7
TERFNOTHAY: |

[Re]

FIHTICR: T | FagsTEe 1|

q. &8N SETR—agH | N EIFER T
1 AB O insert srrqreer be- | copies is preferred. See Note

tween sgggTT and Bg hereand | loe. cit.
in the following definitions of f 2 A B insert gT before qgzsa-

aftwror, gearger and g, but | ghwe.
the reading of the majority of | 3 O E K X omit fArarafas .




skor. 29. ] TERMAFAT SATTINAAAT T Wi L

TaRerd: | derfiesiy a6y RaEreREasaaaenT-
WA 93 g9 || G G Fien §Owsta | S
i E PRI S R PIUH RS RIS R R G AR RASE
WA | ST G | A ATA TR oTeaHe T
TR |l
[Re¢]
FAFTATER QO e | esgsan

q. §T.— T FETi—|GRE | FEEEaEITIR-
U AT §T | ETEEAQETRAROTT G ITATaTE §7 | -
YRNST g FHS FaErsTs | el gxarHaar gEaqsash-
fermT: | et g & Teah RMETeR T &R (AT |

HqT. Y. — B SR —{IRG | GIRAREHaa-
BT (URTE] 0T | FRMOHTEEE BT af §4r-
TARTEFATT RETRAROT 01 {579 |

[2%]

TR T LUTRTOr qeaTdees | gReaiie=ge-
Al | T BRY Ry weed 9 | 3 e
WA | e fopanarey | 9 wtegd o |
F(Y FTEHAHTCY |

7. . — AL GIATE—GRI] | [T ETIR-
FIOT TG | AT EROHRROTA TG H e : | TR
frsia—a a9 3 | Rgaeaeome -—gee I |
FEFd SRAA— 4T 313

1 H J omit sygraror, but most } 2 EG H J and X onit gir=am3

of the copies agree in retain- ‘ ote,
ing it.




Qe qREn: [ secr 30.

[ %e ]
AT TR TRIHRTC % | gRseai |
. F1.—& FFAa—3T @ | Gadeaass -
B PETUCIEUNRERHE e A e (Rl
ST, 1.5 e Tla—WT2N | Eaanguaatparar
AR AR AT AT A | S9LT e
CIBIENCECIE CEE IR TS LR T
[ 22 ]
AR AER 597 | gREnmEt | a2k
e Hﬁ%ﬂ"@?‘r’" Hiufes = | @%ﬁ*ﬁﬁf’ﬁ W AAEE -
Eﬂau'mr. | =Tt JREEEETITSE 5y | aw g
iz |l
g1.— 796 SETR——STAEAN | TgT oy
"aa.vma AfFEaEy | afgd wiffeFgTEy | -
BT AR R — TATgia | I aqE—
gAUG T |
[22]
St S | SeaEEan
7. §l.—E FEIR—OIR | FSEEEERERon
WO 7 | FOGEREATEIROTT TR |
=T, 7.——¥E FFTR—— FUrEI | ForngRotamesge
A T WEET FH0G | AoFTArET AT USRI e g-
AT @eor: A | ATENEEN HEATard RO | T

1 O DX J read  ggmers. }l sty ,
2 D omits ¥=rfE gamraT {4 AGJY Z read ot
8 G J Y Z omit ggex afler . A has gt for ®r wrongly,



SECT. 34. | THATUFRAT sqrFareFar 9 g 2R

q STOTATAEAEET | AT €l gagAu e oy [Godi-
AR | 9 HE CETITOTROTY | FRITOHTS g RIeT-
SAfEIERg RO RICTIEY | TEaE Favauanrer
RUETTEeaY | $EET MUSIaqe AT | Sfes §aea-
ERLLIECIECRIEISHE
[23]

ATITE o T3 | SR = faﬁ'eﬁ -
ST TOHEAN | SRR ’qm'c:r l awreqq:.
HEFIRET: |l

. 81— Saa—arAfT | SRy
SqOT 3R | ETET =R U | A | gy
frqmrst: TSR | JaguedEEeTe: | Gt qu
IEIAN  TSEAIHNSFIRITING: | JINGEAATET #H-
FI=g fEdtaTiEr=gl: e |

T, AY—U FEIR—ET | TegesfieRE-
T YOITE, | SUEERETRAROTT ST | €@ 5Ea: | g9
TS YW AESAN | AOGUSARS MRG0
EERTAIAEA NS GEGTRE: | 3 TETAH Bg A=
SHIIRG: | MRCAGUARYT  FORTE Jtei
WEAHT  FEAGTEAD a1 AUGEaT  qsgarT
ST | FETEREY [ FROE

[2e]
N 3 ~
TEEgRgIdaey, | @ GRr erfig |
1 V has gwaIwessy gagaseg: i G X read ‘Fgzm 8. See
i

2 U K add qors alier gm: A B Note loc. cit.



[ sEct. 34.

LY a%éaa:

RIS 19 @R | 9 aaegaa |
. & —JESATHIE—TH (A | AT TTTq AT
faﬁa\aawfﬁaﬁ: | gfg AISTa—aTR || FaSATAE—
QERR( | qareT: GERI: | GERIAQ SIAATRITCOMT
FIA@AR | FRIRTEASRATRIRUTT  GERCAATAR |
ERICRIRICIERICEIC IR I | (AT GO E Rl G
afEs@® | @Rt gemgTe s |

T, G —ISFAHE—FA | TIER: T |

T (34T T AT A2 =g AN eI TTERe T TESa0 |
g Rvsig—ar fEEaR | @i saai—smrie aR-
RfgarsraaRREieaR-Ta R ey [l
AU [eAQEagaasfiead: | ageonT FusomEEy |
HERRCAQ SRR BTG | 6 T TRar:
FIROTEAFHERR AT GERST-e9T FedTd, | T -
SHTRAROTT ATHIEY || SFHS SFIQ— aAfgaan 1afg-
Hed q1A egfaiead | Wi ieaangiaty Saoy
T AANVITIRE aEfaeans: | Ayagee w=EEa-

;| FACAGRUTT FRATOEATAETNEIEEY |

. 1 J omits gr=, while the word
and the commentary on it |

are added in G in a marginal
note. Sc. also notices the
omission of the word in several
MSS,,while the absence of the

sentence referring 40 it in

several copies of TD makes it
probable that the word may
not have existed originally. It
is however retained in accord-
ance with Nil, See Note on
"1 loc. eit.

2 N and Q add srerEmEidsaT-

feaonT FRETR | SR
RenTvaoT  S9sgTERE
while Q has grur for JTA; but
the passage is not found any-
where else, nor noticed by Nil.

8 ACJ L PY Z omit this sen-
tence, and G adds it in the
margin; but it is retained on
the authority of M N Q W
and Nil.

4 All copies except V read
.

5 O KR omit afgfaTegrasg-
afufere.



SECT. 35, ] gRaifiwar =arafyen = afga: 3

[34]

B TavdisTay | i e g T
T T 3F RN TG | F G WS | ag-
TR FTRCHRISTIRSTAS | 991 THIAE Tar
1| |

q. §t.—omgwd Rasia—® AT e[ | gl
FHIHIE—aZANT | 77 92 TA@ AR 9o
TEMRI 39 | 79 TEIEISRGaT  aeqaqra9d serdig-
TAST TIIISEA AR | IR | AT @
R AT g7 | 9T sEal—ag T ade | A
feg GARATT THERRRER 9 | 9ga<25 Tegaeraia-
TR~ GIIHIET [ Aeara G539 G-
AT IHeAN FAI= g GANEETE §ard, ATfasana:|

T E— R—a R R | ety
FHTR—AFATT | Fgateas queadl AATHeay | awo=q
ST 987 qR=:| AT AgRACTH GIa AeTRICHRE T4T-
AIHIET G | IFIEA0T | 5T 5§ AT T4 | TSTied-

1 CHJ K omit this sentence, ‘ well as A’s addition JaTaqR-

PG Q X have instead T Tg=ya seem to be interpo-
g zfa: B adds garbefore I, lations.

2 The reading in all copies of | 5 G reads T for gagTeyT-
T.8. and T. D. except J is @ -
but @ @ is adopted as being, N .
grammatically more correct. 6 A has gRrTRTAE qHTAT for

TR T a
3 Q. omits sygwy: while C E N T qer; J veads

have FrrETREST. { fagwrasETg for gaTa.
40 HJ F and Q omit this | * v 2448 I before waréra:,

sentence. D adds further vgy- perhaps better.
EIC S EENT ] WWFWTW 8 ST and W. read gewmreed
FAAGITYRA;  but this as WeqgwFed, perhaps better,




W ases [ SECT. %5,

FleUvTaey 4R CHTETERE Fy | agras e
SIEEEENEIECICICIC G L ok L B o I 1
TGRS R T ST g T Ts SIa=11d: | iy
{AAFATBTRACTAATRFR A, (A G TRAGe-
TR GA1q | SWrHY g gRiagy Arfasm: | -
FEIIFRATIT TAAATFA A AT AN AT, T Tgead-
FRATAT (TG G AR AATAR AT | g qUgre=
FHET TR WAATING e TSR (@Arigead T To7a-
FATRICATAT: (GeaalgRrAdTaiaery | & (A {ga-
THNAET  (Saeaa (@ rTanasidqeasa |
STAAITd Fai—agurEgatd | o= -
ERECIEE ORI L E LRI EPENGINIE I Bl CE G LR e i
CREIREIC LRI CIC IR I AL R RER IR G
SHIARAHAEIFHAET (ARG AFAT TGl
HITFRFAT A AIE G TR A AT TR,
AT TR GaTHHEAA e, | -
Y g 7 aETREANR: | qETarat: SR e
R GAEIRET I CAATHRal  (AaamaEg-
A RETAERaMTEEd {EETHIEET [GEEagsa-
TR qETETE | 95 | 9T THRIER 0
Q [ 2]

TIAGATAEAT: SRINGHIIORTEIIEY | &
TR 93 SRR ETE e

. FN——AAgHd Busia——qTdR | g
AUSTI——qERTOTA | FHTRCOIRRTS: | THAT: FTO TH707-
ICICEECIURIEI R o

1 W. reads differently; U adds [ goereas.
AATHRI (A STAI IR ) 2 The reading is taken from W,




sncT. 38. 1 adeifiEmyr romd ey = afve: ]y

T, AT —— TS R TETgaT § | aes-
TorfER | setqaveaa Rl Ty | eramRagEe-
T GHIRCOR GIATISEE | q%%mura&m 7
5T TOTIFIAATRAT |l

(]

AT FRO T |

q. &1 ——FOGATATE—TITCRR | HraTCoraTr
f%ﬁrmm"m‘mammmw i

ST A — A OREHE— A ITCCTIA G | SAagNT-
et HTO FAOARMETT: | AGIINOHRTOE T Rrieasared-
HERZARAEATSAaRRIAESEY | 797 SUSR9eras
TAFTAVOIRIOEY | FITea-acg9qal I2earaeray: a3-
IfRFAFIAT 92 | aEREREE §08 | 9q1 99 99 5-
URTSATIROFR AT, | FEATERIST7Gears HLOTH | Tl
IO AT RS TR A AR AR Ot T o5 | o §59-
TR FAAEEREH 5T FROTEIOHROEY |

[2<]

FACTIAETE FO |

1 AL cmples exeent B ard K 3 Zaer, Y adds g2 miF or-
{nsrtzargraae butore ey mwma'rwm AR
oo in 3 the word s acded i  hus neisher passage is found in
murgin, apparcutly by another  any other copy,
huod,  Bui the sinall '3 0 4 T ICiten
cories of TD and ﬁt&m arks | ? :m-:;_d W e = for
of e, conclusively whow that ! 4 The reading in the ilext is
it ot exist origiually. Un | tuken from G KQX, asheing
this sy Sooe loe. eif. @& most probably the corrzct one,

ad s gEreaey 7N @A I BCDF preﬁk A AT-
MY, but the sddition is : ﬁq-:g; to FTEfrgn°. J adds she
urworranted. | word in margin, B has we-
2 N lere inserts TP NEWAF - wariIEer Wi fRua®, while
AL TERAITRT ATy 0 H reads s seran e
ARSI O TS - /1@ e, See Note los, eir,
"



N e [ sEcT. 88,

. f—FEaAE—HTER | [N FOTATS
THIIRTEETE: AT (RIald | AEeATs $a Fsasane-
W@ GEFRAN || 77 R 7 9 FR enR| I+
FTTNIRAGT FAIf (RO | s= i g g -
@ | sFrRfgs BA 199 §R9 7% 7 9 -
TS 91 {\g‘gf ageaIRgy (991 q/g1 aged qeaed
SRR RICR (RN EICAE RIS IR R G CEINE
AT & T ARG | T 0 A [ e o
T FEATERTRT | ST FOR AT Hroaay TR gqan-
*TYTREH | TYT TTHSTES T+ I18 ®UIW9EeT |  I14-
FRERTIEINE FROET

. . —FR0 FAA—HKTA TR | F1F 07 -
a WA (AIA FROAY, | AT aATongIaT e
RIS FRIRFROE ergar fAga fmog | Faage-
i FUERIRR TTHRO EGASTTINRIETIAT FICA-
B [FIUATT FUSRIRIAHAANIGRAT, |

[%]
FIE TETAETERIN 1)

d. & —FHeguHE—aRE e |

T, T F FFIRA—ATRO | TORTEARERE F-
T AU | IR (AU 92 AReTd whRwiEy | -
eI TeERTeE T el 16 |

[ %]
FRO (S TEETEEETA AT, | T
FIAGN TCETATIFON | T G0 92%9 G2 -
TIENR: | T FROT T FeAw @iy q



sor. 40. 1 adatfimar arattyar = @fe: 2
TR GEERATIRON | q97 e 2T argey
TR | AT FO PSR | 94 FATR
== |

. &, —FRU AISTa—R TN R FHATAHIOET F-
HUHTE—IRATATH | ARAGHIA AT | STEAATAF
SEIR—HII | BHUTAEIR I —aegaaT & |
FOAOT GEHRTETEARAl GHAACATA-IRANT; TEEaTaHan ARl
fireas: | ATATT FETAATET — A& | FIOT 027
HEHIEHET! GHAqeATa=qad TEETeaaanaRIoTaed: |
FRFHRT SaAf—ag i | gRareaarais w0
frasroed:” |

L. qL 0 e —R TR | g 3-
FAA—qgAAATAR || TRA-HHI T GHITIT g 6
FEAGIGd G IHIONAAL: | JFTET—FAT A=A 813 |
T, AT T T2TS FHETEr 518 3T WA -
FIOTHAY: | GIATISE § GHATTH =T g AR AT TR T-
qAETFIN I q AR GHATFRIOEHT | gHITTE -
R EF TG SRR g, |
AT S A IEaa S AR Al TN [r g a=41q -
REHFTOATET: FISET TEG0aTT: | GHIET S+ -
YEAEREs 0 AEEaNaaT geaeld SO IqIay

1E and Qsupply 77 sndqg | a@wdy | s g fndwe
i e o Y | e o
ing the sense clearcr. found in any other copy.

2 K reads qad@UEd. 4 W inserts here EqTEaTIA*
8 N here adds g¢ ¥ sTwEd wr- | (SO



®¢ AT [ sEor. 40.

geTorRAg (Y TN GEAEN | ISy SSYETEn
R R R L EALTE R B LR PEARUI I S D
g TLod WEaadas Nﬁ\gﬁiﬂaﬂl! ENRU] l**i?*‘«lﬂ‘%“"fﬁi «qH-

*4«)2(01@% | SEIENEHR ?m%sé-‘_{ I
FW TRy GRIT WY FCOTAEHATHRROTEERY, |

FOE FeTRAAY T W FROTHHH RN HTCR-
T N PRV HRHERa IO | S
FOTH ] ST NI TG T A HIROTeS e STt 989579 -
A TR AR QAT —aaT  Hig-
HIWT QTN | Terasmeo gennasy awr waad
WY, AT A0AF GG ERAER AT aege e
TR ReT: | Biiraaafeet wEt-aT-
Ul QTS | AETEUR-AgETME | FQ ey
TR aesiany argeusy qae a euar
W4T FOu A awged TR T FRO HET |
SAASHAANTHN FGRT TTETET | GHFISE0 § FHar-
YA TREAEAROT I GHareaaaaaaIaa=g-
AT BOET G3ATET | GNATIEAeATaTes
FUSETRAWITET FROAT FASEICAN 08 | W@AITGAT-
FRATITHIITgATRTT T [&czac STaaarieRor 99a: |
SETGAGRE]  TeATERAEACRTT I T 997 gHarTeaFaag
FORENG | SEIACRONGT FFTROE: AqAaadaes-
Ty FROTAT R AT B A RROAATATGIGONG! T |
FITHTRNSTGEAS: AR ARSI TEITAT AT -
1 The following two :cntences ‘ ATSTwEanaEaa’, but

are omitfed in 0 K R. | all other copies omit the

2 W reads di t] , :
3 Bef::: %q.f:;fn S‘ T ingert | 7ords. 8 T also read gaiwenr-

i J LR o~
CTERINA Nt IaTIgTEy- | Jeear  for gahrirer. W
"W} g GATEEASIESewgs- | reads differently.




sECT. 42. ] aadiiwoa o)

“

THAEUaqeEa sy e

e & T

i - 1 R e et
gegn ] FIERET 98-
o,

: ,mm Y] w88 WAy |

-
po oy WPV i

SRR Tin ag?‘mi‘"ﬁ {

EH
Teg AT FCOTE | ’31

AS G AR IR gn

4 {ULHATIRET | 9 Fiad 7oy
TIREY | TGRS 5T o

e

AelRe

Feq1gd a:@iﬁrww
LTSI

(S TR EIRED IR e o

ERIERUIE
z”ilvf*h W’i’fﬂ’a"
evqgecqdiql ‘29?1
SETITON T ST
| GETe 91a
a TG A
%Wiféﬂ"ﬂili
BT
REECEETCIGE

A‘J et

o z‘%&«éa@' f;?r STTET-
SEGNET

[%ﬂ]

AT STRAAFHFI -wff‘%i

< *"N{l e H!’wf»
% T (idwes ved
m'ar T {Redisy Al’%ﬁr qLe

1 ,L‘ I W read the pasrage soruoe
what differently, thoagh ‘he
renge i3 the sane; fhar we-
frgergerEye @Rt e
una:aa‘ma?‘rgﬁw““- TG T -
.-Wﬁ”ﬂﬁﬁmffﬂ'ﬁmmimw”ﬂ'
m#é"ar-

2
:

“E'S"'d E AT

EITATOTGHE S FETa TETT- |

¥t wdw T FaorER:.

o
¥
<

TR

G It s i

T mw w1 a e
e g |-
i 3% T%S’mﬁ i

3]

20 mqte»m of this has fpfig-
fEgid TR
G J G und Xoomis she words
3150-\.\1162’

5 E de UTETSYE, but the

additiva though Josivalle ag

giving an tastance of figyT is

v mepperied by

sopy.

any other



Fa: [ smor. 4.

T, & —TeTFSHOATE —F 2T | FATATG LA g |
TEIATEIET SeUE—-F ~g Q@ | TFad Tgngss | ondf
T2 | T WAFG: QNS aEeT e | ariefv-
sa—a Bt | Giisse sanag——fTsTs-
fafe AN AT TR AN g FEer: | 9 Afaers
f yaon@® Yw | ARE AREEE  ESmgEsed
BREgAaEERrdt®  FTaaeagaraes  gaera | @
JUIFTEAT m&*vmrmwﬂgnvﬂmwm W3-
FoUF FATA—RIFWHRT | FoerarRfEmofie-
IR FAfersd: | TEFeIRggEia—aAT | Y&

=qT. 1. — TR A IqAT AT FHOAE——FAA |
THAY TS qoq qTIASTeTe aeuia HLo A
(FFQIYRUHRONAET qa(q | 7q: TCAAANHL0E FeTa€F
BT TR AT AR DI ARG GHATTA AN
FHTCATATATENIRE 7 GUTAa G a Garedd Iganeasy
AT SEETSANET ATEAT | ATAQTETS AeqaTg ey
R AreT || EAITATIGHTIFREAT eSS | ZT{oFqT-
THATAHUN | ATG B0 STAveaaredd FEaeaameo | §54-
TG0 S0 T FTATROTHA | AATFOTHA 179 -
WIS | I AR WEWERE €9 ¥, a9d w0
AT ANH AAFOHRNT AT AFTRRA=NR, qiFgacaoeTy: |
qeqeT §EZATINRG FHYOTH FIAET FLORTY, | 55 SHOHA -
eI UTETRTOTAAAY | FATAGET SEqel-

1 AGJ Y Zomit thesentence, T FROETEE TATIGITETAE,
28 U and W read gmgr for V is nearly to the same effect.

A 4 The reading of U and W is

8 U0 K R V omit this sentence, adopted a3 being more intel-
and perhaps it is spurious. U ligible. Other copies trasns-
here adds RRrsTATIHT AT poso the sentences. U adds
WS aRE®! 7g- | §9% yeafrg very appropris
FSMeaTR S O [aiaim- ately. Bee Note, loc, cit.




seer. 43. ] TR ’ATREa ¥ A 3¢

AT —— R ETISRRRTT | SeTge 8%
ETE oAy || Terd Aaat—fi AeaR AT |
BT~ FTOR AT | THareasaas EHeT-
weafer: | Afwes Toff fvga @i | 9§
ERTETTaES FN9 aFRa | A4 ARIorarFrea g @3-
TTRFTE ARAFIAYAA AT FE0l warr%’r \ WEFHTH
SETR—RIRTCSRN | ATarTT FEsiaeErg q=e
BIIAEETHET TFATARIHaeE Jafhicdned Saoql
T AT IFaed Gy aeuhgaacIg $&of
H9E | 921N U | HanteaRigaasiateeTy-
FRAWMBTT AFORATHRARNSTA T TIFeThaeTy: |

[83]

TR R ;e |, wg-
T, BIHAAGAATTT:, T, mm, R
TERETTEAR | TET TS dan GRS |
TERITRIAH A Hg R qﬁm., T HI® TR &
T AT, | FIATEFIRTN g aAqawang:
T a@agv‘n TE T GRAA O AT G |
AT TEA AN AT GO, O
T AT, TR, T Trwﬁm‘m AT |
YAETHTATE X GOAARTATTS mm., DIELO e ﬁ
TEET TURAT, | SITGE AEeaaaam: 9
frwdi, mﬂawvmx TEETE YT TN

T
1 A Bjoin thu 'vords in a com- ;  neeessarily.
pound; J reads friryurar s for | 8 K G read gy for wegsrsaa,

A arsawEss. ' and omit §Ey: in the follow-
2 Kinscrts sryer after gegay un- | ing sentences.




11 ERET TG [ seor. 43.

Prirqurey | oF @R O ST | AR
fifrmy | Rt mmwaTRE g

N

7. & —efer ey (msi—amdn® | ST
SHgEUR—gEN T | ZANeE i g dREd gersd: |
ATEHT qAGT YT, T 7T, TEETANH, G [IFFT-
AT | FITAIAIEEUA—E TR ild | 97 gReaE—ey-
g 2 | ST FRT-BEER | §HIE-
QTR R ST OTRT | AT B—mu | 79 gRuTgey
4 AEEEd 37 A9 AVRFAAT FEAGFSA AT ql
USETSTHETAUCITRAY TG TrAeT =387 ATHIIY -
FIGAAT, | FHIqaHaTIE SUA-SreEa i | ARwuRir-
TR ST | Agy T R—garaTEa i | 40
Y3 AT GIHEEH A7 T FEA9Y | QAT THOM-
e (e | g9y kil yaefmase | gfer-

BRI IR E G TIR A IE B U EE G Ee T e
AT STIF: TATO AT | SRR eea-
QoftACETENT FIITTTE "5 FIORTEARTREA Q| (A0

LN

QUIRATHTET AR RTE 49, 1. e | qeaeE-

L
1 X here adds gegey F8rowear- . vhick gives a somswhat
¥. Asto the correct rvading  [iffevent though equally mood
i 4l Wote loe. .
of this passage, sec Nuie lee. meaniag.
ait. ~ . o
5 A F Q hove add wred tarred

$ J has “qyst,

$ J omits gfowd and reads z- .
Fyef guref for srera @l -

4 CGJIJLMNY omit gyzarrg, 6 N bers inserts sg fBAyremiy-
snd A CFLM P Q omit . -::!WW“E&?@ BT (RT-

srowrey, bub are retained as TAETEY  WEeralng 8w,
belping tomakethescnse wlear. . bnat the passage appuars Lo be

For sfraasr P roads srswdst  inforpolated.

saravEy  Priryel whieh s

wewacrnted and misleading.



smot. 43. ] aE=fFAT FamaEar T afta: EY

TIRIgEeT FOTAE—TT AN | CRIPI G ISR
TeTAF e | TIRYTHea—aEATRa |

AT, T —TETRTTEFROER, TR -
TI—GAWT TAMRAT | ZFTT RS IHHATIAGIAT AT~
AR T TN FOREH | FeTMAaaa e -
RTTagT= TgvaEErsse I Te g oaaEed -
T | FETERIAERIAT AT Tara AT TN
fod TR T ATFEIIAGAITET FRUEH, | FATGH-
feE=TTOr Teferag A odq | ST SO0 g 07
TIEFHIRT | TaEAftETeds FeagonFRATIaEa-a -
JaERE 9fd AFIET FI0ET | U§ gaqaaqardand-
Rz M AFETHIIIITRT FIORIY | FAGHIaqHIAr 0T
sfieeaTiRsTIEeTRIATeTa FAFGTHEAIAGAATIET  FICOAA |
TAHICHEIZSTARTHL A GANET  HILTAH, | ATHGHI-
AGENEATARTS T HTHAATTTET FIOAH, | SHGAIT-
GHIAGEAT AT A € IPEaaaqaaraed FIorad |
THAHTOAIE] HIFqagastiaaTahea fgatagdiTan afEHy-
TRT TEAFNRTALY AT a1 | AT FTCATREAT
EGEATHRIRAOEEA @059 § §H 5T qHaTT: 9l
FY: | TEEGAIAREAT AR TTRATIOTE THITGAITHET
AT || STETeTR RRVONEACTAE A1 ARorara s |
IRy 757 AN GTEIE TREET GHETIRE g
YU I STEENS MEiEd | AU SeIR oL

1 N adds QerQTRTEIWATIS- Aa° to =T sty seems to be

=g, corrupt. The reading of W is
2 8 T V omit this sentence. adopted as being the mast
8 The whole passage from qzg3- i intelligible.

9



g AP [ sEoT. 43.

AT GTHEANTOAT | FeTERTANAFOTH AT G-
HAAERUAT 7 | TRAIaqaaN S HOTRAETTE §0-
GEIAgHaafaRIToEr I §AEY: | aF 98 9IEmE: §Yw-
fARIUTET T | FREHIAEETS! FREE: GYRaHIa-
AU TEY | RERIOHRNAETEE]  ASeEs
HgHaIaquIaERITIT TEq § w8 | 5@ geraTR-
=q: A |l

[ e ]

JRTEEAEY | RS g
STRRETATAAEE R | T AR T
T A I T R | AR AT S -
qgffas | T as '«;(qtaan%rﬁﬁmzrﬁw =TS |
TR WAt qeadat ||

. . —<a SgTi—TTmaRToTHT | -
ASHIATE—qITARTA | AT GUIrTeIarsie®:, ey
IR, [EIAsATAH AT TCAf 414, 7869 T
Y eSS | 7 T TGETERATT a9, | 7T -
QA" FITATEEIRERE ¥ | IaraeFaumisT=Teaed
faafaraeaTg | RTIRETEREEEFalE=E: J&7ar | qredig-
EAGIEIGRIGRICe Ol W’@Hﬁﬁgﬁgﬂﬁﬁ%&fﬁrﬁlﬁﬁ?{-
TG, RIS | AR A R0 g1-
gFrraaq g RmiEETesagareEe fasror-
= || WL SEat—sqrain | Ww&ﬁm

1 E and X omit Fw wrest: omits m
and perhaps for the better; G




SECT. 44. ] Thesifisar sarafear o @k 3

T remst gerefs | wmiafya gdaR—a At | agiae-
fTR-aer=a @ | i@ | A -
CIRERCISEIRT Rt NE ER IR CIER L] g‘aamt
Hrs‘ﬂ? mqﬁrn‘%mnr e (e | memv\mm
{ mﬁqﬁ%‘%ﬁw _,I%W sTRReTd: | vaaHaTeTey-
e %3;-. o

=1, T —IE FgTR-gAfawtman | -
fordt st ot TRl STARISARR: 66 i@ |
WL SRR @17 s AasThar
AT {A oA ATRARTAIISHOITIAY | SAFATR-
FAURIRTATACT F&I01H, | SFHH T ARSI, | (T I~
ARSI FeTaT RO RS RIAHrey-
T | QOARAAAR | WS-
BT | T A TR AR g RO
WY Felifd RATNARTEY | ATomEer goasd-
ARG S | agReeoraz-
m&%@smﬁ%——wﬁﬁﬁr&ﬁ | SRR = deve-
aTET T FAUT: | 3757 RINETEET THRATIREAT] Tare-
GIRINICICRERERIREL PIEEIREIC R R TIE el L c ot
TFATHHITGAN QeI T RUGE s 7 57~
TR Feararaiyas a1 qems §f ey |

1 N here adds sgyefy |18 =41- I spuriousness.
TS W T AT T 0 i .
i 5 C K R Y omit the sentence

o, “but the wording of the srgfata—ATE; and give the
sentence as well as its absence full definition of geraaf in-
in any other copyproveits '  stead of the following weffw.



3% TR [ sBCT. 44.

o Wi g AR AR 3 GIESESgw-
ERCREER e O TR ol G R U AC
mmwﬁ*aﬁwﬁﬁmen @
frFd: | CaRUTURSTIE g qreangaae o, |
SFARIUATATERTT FEAFRONERET | g a-
GBI R G a— T9acmar @A ay TaAIed-
JAfEEREd I[W IREESFATRRATA S a—saTHeaTd-
RERTRRATASA - AT R a4 - fqerd -
AfRrTanAE G a— AACTar e Fog | aFEEts-
EEENGIEIOEG R EGRI=EIE R C IR U EIE IR IER e
AMEAERA—TRATAFATHRATATT ANGAG LA T(ZeaT-
TREATFRAIAE A d— A Taa e R aTHRdl-
fAwie— RrTEE e arEEtE AR R TR T del-
FRgARITARE TR FRO@fY arTg|
¥ 9 Ul IREEATCTHAE, @9 FEIHH ar=T: |

TR | TATEACETIN, AR JTAQ AT
ATIFARTAT TRAAATTHS S99 | T39 TEAq—qETd -
79 31 | FAgawETd snfaiead: | fgad savse agad
QAT | 97 T eI IR @ a AT samii-
B HE C R L T P U E S BE AU RIEICRITR T RIE C R
“FFaHIY | AU JATIHTO TeACHEIET TaqTArSHTa
AR R EaHEE:, 7 § agaEcsaaantd-
FOTE: | Fia: | TEXAGTAIG! 98 GG |0 QR i
W SAIEE) AT REEEe R maE=eed

1 The passage, which follows, from the above.

geems to have been much tam- | _ .
pered with. O K R V gene- 2 The passage is taken from 8

rally agree among themselves, and W, but is not found in
though they materially differ other copies,




sEoT, 45. ] aafiwar saaifen = affe 29

EAFETIEE AEE A AN qEeTTEE I8
4§ | TR MEFOTERY | duaemaEg Aia-
Rr AR OT— TR IR | AreTara=aghaa-arar~a-
H— reAEsSTREEE AN A RaE— TRAARaE=sgH€E-
qERET—IRAAEsg g h A g N F oI P wTaTa -
ERELER I e CEEICI e R e TRl e RN
FAET ATRAEYS: | 79 faeragan@h  fgrar-
T |

[84]

agar R @ @l 9| a9 i Egeieg: |
a1 R T A QA T RTARE Ay
sy e e AR T dRE e o
AN TR T ARG q | T AR
AR A S TG | S e 3
A | TEETEAAT TRAMNE SRy | a3-
FEATAGA |

Tg @i EANEAE AR TEEe A
TS TREGHRY | 9 I aRwEEETE |
oA PEAFE AT TR | W T |
T | s SRR e S )

- 1 8 W here adds qor=r SH=4T- runted by the context.

qEARETATATAEOT  sqna- | 4 (' reads srgfaraeTy for rg-

Rx wioaw. fi@: ; X omits it.

2 D adds vt QUSRI 5 A B O D read q¥ wiy sravag

3 ABODFH have swyegr for |  which makes the construction
wa: probably substituted to awkward ; J reads swgifr for
avoid repetition of srg:. For g™, and C gysyq for g-
agx H has @@ srdvaw, a ¥g; G has quarggaed for g-
further emendation not war- E ECE N




3¢ anEAT: [ sEcr. 45,
. §—gu Fas—ergarA? | @R

TA—eggHIAN | ATGIAAT | QAT |-
STETTARY: FETREAAAY: | 77 MTEeEaeTes)
TAY: WETREASE TG AR AEiaT  Fe
HMRYE 317 99 AIRIA A GHEFAqE I 18-
TEFAM, | STNARAE BRI, (=T 97 7| aAEE:
g g @ | qATRSAATe  HIERRONE-
ETHGEAIR | STATRAETATdH: || 7] FheAQIaIR-
AR FANAYE 317 39 | YA BRI HTTSEI O
AT FHSYAATCH AT || TEATIZ (A | fogramanifdens: |
WigEATE—afRa | TR aaiaEae
TegeEaT=aT: || THEITAFIHFEUa—a AT ||

. SL—aTaE Aesii——eaTd@E | @i
AT T SATITAAGATE, | FETAEAA T wrEg |
EE ¥ TOFEIITEFRYEITEY | 99 gd 9 qfder-
eI | '

[¥8 ]

‘{ﬁar%@%ivﬁm 9 T 1 TR T
fema@ afve | EeER A | W @ a6
ST A SRR | A SR
A e |

1 JY omit this sentence. A necessary to complete the ex-

adds sryTEAN AT - planation.

FEA—aUTEra which is super- M N omit Fgre} sgfaami-
fluous. Fand Q hereadd agz- q&sy:, while J Y Z omit aerraYy
fred FrnE—ETa R | ay- only; L reads agrwoty, P gie#,

<o

X | ST T | and Q wUgTAY.
2 The passage is taken from N. | 4 The reading is that of D H K;
A omits the whole of it, while J gives the same minus one

other copies retain Wargzra- g: and with ggrad. C E omit
#1a, omitting the latter part, 9T AETA«:, while A B F re-
which, however, appears to be tain only the first three words,




§mCT. 47. ] aAiAwE aaatea = @ ELS

. 1 — TR -aaR ] | AR Ao
RYBTATE—aFaT  SRATAN | Fregawa rag T o
CE DL f@sgaﬁm I99 &q: | AR HEEO |
TS | SANSAETRE Ay,

[ 9]

AMGHRTEIGARASFTWY ™ Fy | &
WGFREASTAAY ||

. §t. —WWWW”FE"% IE5] omﬁ‘fgﬁrcra_

ning with gayTd gfasroay-

1 AGLPY/havefa%mrfor :

.

2 The passage from gageged to
the end appears to have been
tampered with. All copies
except G N aund Z agree in
reading it as above. N and Z
give a materially different
version:—uqegwyed gaigrea a7

fFyafaaTE® 79 53 | -

9. Having explained the
definitions as read by N, iVil.
notices the reading adopted
in our text as a ¢. 7. and
remarks qEIRATITATIETTT
gla T2 g ' ugsaa’ gfw S
IO TEFRTATT OF qorsd-
98 @oasta: | This shows
that cven Nil. found the text

TS TR AEATERA corrupt, and was not satisfied
s aTe TS 79 with the reading usually met
TEIAT: | FIROTTTAT TEI- with. It is possible that some
> ¢ e RrmrmaE ;W later writer corrected the

st g 3
TS | Wm
TEAAH | wm:rgtrw-
THIAAE | AATAAATIR S (791
AagdiEaa | G and Q agree
with this from sqraTafare” to
the end. The repetitions and
fuller explanation in this
passage show that it is an
interpolation, Nil. dces not
seem to be awarc of it, espe-
cially its latter half begin-

loose definitions of gqmyg and
et given by Annambhatte
and the latter being retair;éd
three more waTEAYfEw sen-
tences were added to complete
the list,

Curiously enough all copies
except G K X read ey which
is clearly a mistake. In J the
vertical bar appears to have
been erased afterwards,



TR [ skoT. 47.
qRATAARATR AR T SR RRE ST fadg-
Fdq 57 I ARSI GHATTAATR Mg uRTaLies Aikeyy-
TR THTAT THAA Wi TOAIENT FIOEA | o5 7 K-
0 | STAATEY SRFIN | SR FONAT A Tt
gIRT SR HOM_ | T5TTeq Qi Ao aSTTaRT STq1C |
FATATE S A—AEAT{ETT |

[ 2]

oy ffay | s=T=alE Faerf fawsT-
R I | 3= ssi@En T aimTAR® |
TAT TR AT AR | AT JHEAREA AT 3
TR | T A 1Ra a TS M 99 5
TRT @ AT | AN FTeEAN
TYT FRSTATT: TR R | 1 I T4
SR FSATATRA T TR AT |59
AN hawsafaiis 990 TREEar e aey-
T7AMg | ARECATA (o 1 T@ a9 T ASq, A
4 agT, TEE W@ | AEFIARE AU AEE-
qegiFal ARa gREEE TR

. §.—RF Ruso—TagRi | sFag=afifF Ia-
AR—STAAT | ST TE: | agura=aii-
ﬂﬂ%ﬁwrr@ | FIFTAIAT FITHATE—TAT | FAST-

1 A F and Q omit the words SMRAT.

= and bef ‘
FTATSE and ARrE before 4 O here adds geqed qeqgeaw~-

. T\ TEATH AATAT ATARE:S
2 After sqvfagry A and F add !

\ oA but the words are found no-
TAF T fOFHEA T | where else.
fRERIS=aRATARTS I AT

SATRET- 5 O G Hread “Fvr:; F hasgae-
8 For wsgifawa O reads v.r«sr-J ugy-




sxcr. 48. 1 FHAMATAT sqrIRNGRT w @t 8%

FrETrF I | TTAAREeE  Faarariea |
FIFTAEARFIENR T FEAMTT: TR | SI0IE-
TIe] GATEIWATA T WA FQFAE: || HIo-
SR T —GCAN | TG RogEEd
— g | A ARG A AT O I A
FqERSAEAE. SUE SHANOY | A areaganEend
TERIEEIAR: | UMY AREEEeEg | aan-
FIANEETA AR 7 eRfy I9)| SeREdE-
SMWTETT TAEUG T4 TS Yo IYeai areda |
CEE RN IE IS ERRENRE AU CISS TSI I R I R i
0T | THFIART TRg= qrerRRrermr=atiasant-
forgaet If3° 0

ST, . —\TLAN | AT F T RATTI5qR-
qifeae: | STAREHUTG | STRRFT ATHRTE: |TqT T q0AT-
AEEEATEAEasaagsan®: | 89 ¥ a9 IH
TETATICAT T YATHIT 31T | FAUGHET FE=Ea
AR GANTFIEY TTFIGET SATFARAT A T

1'A J Y Z omit this sentence. G ximately correct and intel-
replaces this and the next sen- ligible reading. I have sub-
tence by a single one syfaEfe stituted Jyz for LT and
TFaR—srfREaTETa. changed gaFTRIFETN° into

Q : .
2 M iuserts SrATARTATR %0y, on the single authority

- of N, because the emendations
after gfTRrgTaTTETY make the meaning clearer. J

3 The concluding passage of F and Q alone make wy=IY-
TD beginning with g is un- FTRTSIey part of the pre-
doubtedly corrupt, and is vious sentence as it certainly
absolutely unintelligible as it ought to be. F and Q insert
is read in most of the printed FreATATT AT ATA T (R
editions and Mss. Ounly N | anWeTar® before zqfis”
and J seem to give an eppro- Boe Note lec, #it,

)




¥R anaTs [ srer, 48.

WA S99 | W T FEraraiasT s @nerdhyme-
FIAEATTR NI q5=a7  qaf¥gas1 199 R
SfRFEATRATT T SARGAT GG aTATATRUT-
ST AR T 7 | safivRTasie aga-
AEEATT AT AT GAA, 790 SETRITH: |

FaRFAHAr sgumEs—eregafy | SARAeAATET
FeARTANATE F@Taeaq | e HIS g qaraa-
AWead | T FEERG AR AT eaTy |
TEZH0 FarEARAHEsT I8 | €8 FIFERRATE-
fRFATIWAGAIUETAMRG  FIA=HR TSR
TR | FEAENRANAE  RISEIEE | T AR
Iy I SEAnERE arag | |RkreRagersar
yEmRAAREeT agdarg | (FETEaT_qaq fgar-
T paRaEg Tm: | Faseafiiti  gaumg—
AW | A= TeAMgEae 918 sTaEsTaasd 13-
sTGeaq | qA@ | o gfudleanEites e | gfEhe
TSTRAG: WIET: | T9a=d &g | 9 Ag-9aq]aiugarged-
ATEEAMIATY, =TT ARG AIA AR OTEI AT -
JETHHATE, AETTA10: || g 9 9 gRrfaedarimaeas
§S TRITHTAT TYT STSSHIAMR | e aargTaatd-
FTTSRTHTET TSI TIhA] IS EYFaigaHary qafy e
FRAEY 7 fUDy T ageITT O TG WA 5w 1@w
SRS TERTaa I ST R E AT g o, 3awagT-
WIS AT TR fag aaadt 34t searhRFs AT
1 8 and W read the passage & TEA FF )

little difforently, 8 Wreads gursr a9 gERATAIT-

2 Instesd of this sentence 8 and i gaw  rasEeTar-
W have FHuat FWENQEr- m::




secT. 50.] aSART ARt S e EH

UG W R Bl R R R I R G E R R E I E EE I EE RGIE ]
Uit saeAgadl sENERF AR AT 5 <A | §9T G-
& [ TS AR ME TR aaR i | F T a3 - _
RIS AREAETAET A, g agwmETTaaTaTEeaa-
Y | AEHT A9 | T2 T TrATIATIRTET €T IN-
G B A I B C e R R DI eI B R IR R EC
dieaeard wrE: | aur YaQgMEEIdEEgadad: |

[93]
TEPTENTAETE: | 70 RT3 e

. §r.—TeaTHE—y 3R | A7 FFOIAEACAE-
TTARISSTANR: | 45 JqaaUena s §3gMEnch
T werasf 98 FEE RN 39 | IHUa-
AHTFET TeTBEIEAT ||

L. T—TFETIE—H FIIRTRR | aremaRE-
H3ElRAraeT TeeaH | ¥359 Y941 ARHTE & SEHIE: | -
fod: 7 FUeTEEET (BT 08 ST geafireE geel -
TG | AR A T € R AT TERETEY-
[EYE FITSTaE a0 T qaaﬁcamrmwﬁrﬁa?ﬁ | 147
a‘qﬁfaﬂﬁ%mrrﬁﬁama‘aﬁﬁmﬁmfﬁqﬁ-ﬂ-
LA RErT FEREATTE wamE R fRaFag |

[ ]
MEEErTAFATa: | 747 999 qEE; |)
. §f.—areeanaE—{R 3R A |

1 The following pissage sevme give a materially different
tu be corrupt, The r.ading of reading.
0, K is adopted. 8 U and W



3% akdms: [ sEeT. 50.

1. . —araeauEe-fAfaaardR | aremHRE-
fysgafalrae qaaiead | (A539T AgTTar ARATATRICE: |

[ «?]
PrfrrareTrETaTe: | 3 a3 aEmes |
q. &, —Ruawammg—Ataani |
1. . —Rraeguae—fataaf | e
AAARATE Rueead | RAT3 581 IEIEANAH TR |
[WR]
mmﬁmmmmw g2 AT |

. Tt — wgq Feermed Rt fusa—asy-
franifa | sEARmREsyRrareatTTd gamwEead |

=qT. . —TF FEFRECT Fearamasa T a—a st
IR | TG @ EEAMEn: gERAT 992 | Jony
SRR fRTaTRIgaTa: | aRRiEr §e8aT s |
TN GeETARTRAT SR SRy v
ST | oY TR aTRArET AR SrerETaATY gERg-
ARy a1

[w]

e esAERaR: | 9 Bl | grgwenEn-

Wﬂg‘lﬂ{r&ﬁmmﬂ TG AT
Bag: | T TR TRAEREETRR AT T
IR & ey | EerERTE IR SaI:. |

10F K Q and V omit the
senfence.

2 G J omit °Aqe®; Q inserts
qATIIR: before sraTyTOr.




$ECT. 54. ] aRfTwar aranirar @ affw 84

TR R T TEARR | Teaw wha (e
SIS SN TRATEN | SFTea i RegFal-
RAsgrEd | TN SR STERE | 9 wE-
T gzl Jnsd ||

a. & —w= TR Rase—a Gy 97 | SR
. FHMF—IR | IFEUA——FAQ | AFIRO FFIA—F-
F1F | ATIHETROY FAHE—H=AATT |

1. A.—FIAIR @Ay ETh—|rgrena | €-
JRONTGIHE FATHFICHHISIOTH, | GT4TTed qTeraTa-
TG | THAT ARARAATZET THTeEal Taaag -
FETETATR FT0 TRIIEIE IR RTSAya=a: Fad |
TR 1 | G RHTaeTgaey qremgamaes-
IR TATE T AT TR0y A3 STeaar -
RFTRTTIRTATRE: Gaq || SIT6ETR 3aqaia—
AT | SNSRI TN A h a9 -
gt Al | §Eed taEE TEnRReee-
Rfgwra:

[xe]

YA Qe | T Tt (g a%-
e | FaF R e =gy |l

7. fl.—5E sEai—aTaR |

1 G J omit SIS, | 3 The sentence is omitted in G
2 The passage from F=ATHITE KRand V; U has fafian-
fiwew to “gfyegw is not ' ANATEITRAR.
foundin CK R V. i



2% qRUR: [ SECT. 54.

V. G —A%g FEAA——Jregqrargsqrd @ | 9
ITHEANE: QTN a® I asa i meTI®:  Qregsaaai-
[@HETRTAET | a1 T @A TR EeTaEIeIag-
TR CFITARIA AR AT RLH N AT B |

[ux]

TR FEAIEATTS oAl (T ® gt |
Tqr FEI ET AATRIESSEATRN | TR
FAATEEAR )

q. §1.—aafived sEm—ad@i |

T F1.—TF FERIAsE | AegaerRvaaiey
&g FaNEaT GoNaTal gangeT  q1asT: | GeriaTey @u-
IR—ATHM | TEATAFGERT &0 ArETTIHeaATI-a€d
FeIHSAgIAAT 9af |

[u&]

AEEET | AT WEniHel sTTaEny-
AR | AHAMRGT TN WARFFE gOIHEeAea-
UMRAETG | 9 TAREA=ANT: | & T Tiwdq |
WEMHE! 90 TE TUAgTar | o= nggwed
T} ARA G AR | AR = qraenag:
. GTAEAITEA Aid STITEIIR S | 9iEnE-
FRTTRIFMERA TR GrasT0Hery | GTaaas)-

1 A B place ge after §agvad; | 3 ABCD F and Q insert Er g
B omits {Fga; G has faquy after §TYE:.
Ty, ~ 4 CH QU aud W have =gros-
2 Q has sriweg: for gon, and | @@Eand:, while E reads
adds §TT. ‘UEEETifEg.



Eor. 56. 1 aARrmar wafra w akE 8§

SRTAMEMRANE  AAETTEEy | A 9
AR IE R SIn: | AR | T IHE-
T TAITN I AETETITRT | IT TSEIAETTEL
TERITNNST  ABITEIIHEIE AAEnIFar |
o GETTURA @@ maaﬁmmiﬁmﬁﬂ
IR | MIFA G sArTAnagy ||

7. g1 —aig Aysia—aertag o || smrmfigEr-
F—ITGAT || GEMTEIEREAI—ETeR | STTar-
frger saomreE—aTerfys 7 | SmaegE——ar-
Q1T | SN | FASEITATR: AR S TATET-
SqT9F: QYA REAaIsTsTqF IZH A9 RswgTeTsTI%-

| TG SATEFTEIA: | BATAY TAT-ITY: [T YeTaIe-
UCRLCHEC e R I R R IL E T GIR R |
A ygr-neddr @A Sewanoas SeraEtaand-
FeFSAI9E A1Feaq | 41 FA—qnrEy Gl gagangers
ST (RE AT AeTas TS qaE |

wqT. FE—Ar=qRE 30 | Aenfifgam veae-
TR FARIETAMRAT: | 79 T TErRRreTEig: -

1 Some copies omil gYIfE. L SUTHETRY STIOE: SITETITRT-
2C0HKXand W onmit gif | 9 OrawT: | WA Feigy
gygr; but this is undoubtedly

FTIATSHTIEAT ; T o
3F°1’Tﬂ'mwa’ra:0 JL r interpolated.
M Y Z rexd gagaarg whichis ‘ 5 JNMQsnd Y read grvara

perhaps b. tter. i for sreq and are supported
4 G here adds wzgTHT Nfraa- i by the high authority of N,
TENGWE QdEATaTaigw-  Swe Note ke i,



¥ mﬁm [ aEeT. 56.

VAR WA | ERTTRIG A 98 SerTa: | a7 F e
ARSI AT R QIR F AT TLre-
AR T || ST T | T e
safyicaq | TR iR qe I8 gy
RTINS TaaIRE T80T | SRR
R GelE AR SRR
SIRTRATEEART TR Il € aaish
ATAAR | OF AR THAGHAGGIATE qT=T -
VeAFAAT FIFATI: TG, | T97 T JAMEAgea®yd-
Wﬂ@%ﬁi‘“‘ﬂ%ﬁﬁﬂww gl : wag |
T I ARG TaIAg 313 199 | qATEag [ReEm-
IAEET  SATIENgE  HWEAgReT  STREEs-
favgTq |

[we]

T ATATAES TAOOEAR (3 | uaa: | I
RGN FTATR | ATV e TAE T
WARSETAY T4 IR Tome

. & —TT SgTHE-—gel T | o ARy JEr-
wrafaEE Fofivare AURTHarsiET aagaRims-

1 U and W read the passage only which amounts to the
differently, same. B has eqgiw weysiur,and
2 0 K R V omit the following O &q3ta=. Sc. seems to prefer
two sentences. the latter., Possibly both
8 K reads qgrdeary forgsqemia. ¥Wrste and TqIT may have
4 The reading adopted is that of been later insertions. Ses

ADEE; GHUJ read gwgirer © Note loc. it -



SECT. 58. | aetTat ;R 9 wiga: 2%,

TR | R § TtResaeRey | Y qrareerar-
SRR REEE AT UITaadt saTqeane-
T ARSI SE TR e aTR oA g TaTe-
FT T SRR A FeY | ARG R EAT: 98-
R FEY | S sAAA R Saar-
;| (RAEEA g TaaTeIaar A e adid
1= | g A9 | e

=qT. 1. —TEA1A | TET FAT QISATIE: § T A0
o7 fafiga: g A s | 9T T e AR AT
AR FOY | AMAqETThaTgaiague andq
I || FEIRAIRST:

[4e¢]
wﬁﬁﬁwmﬁmmwﬁ | T

i o, T Ay, v W‘ﬂ fvd q |
TR TAATZAT TeguiaferTae |

q. F.—sr Feafi—safadiT

1 A and Q “yrag=rT. tence. I omits the rest of the
2 The reading is that of N and passage.
yil. A C L P omitgreg: leav- | 4 A B D omit @fSag; K adds
ing zfir which then becomes w%w:; A B Dand Qread areaw
redundant. G J Y Z omit g for syw. N has wgrd for
qrzss. A inserts i before T
forarg® and M reads famgsar- | 5 K H add art after 21R.
Arava<d both of which are | 6 O adde Qe after e H

clearly wrong. resds grzzaftrere and A and
3 QN and W omit this sen- W gewiteg; J onits ug.
v




uo aFREaT [ sEcT. 58.

=T, F.—IH g FuafsrEt | st
FTTA—FFTETE | g9rog | o vared: | a9 daew
R | 997 7 TgugrieTeIREgT AR | Sraa e -
TPl | SR IETETEAR SR | TR e |
MHE AT SAFRAG AT ST A AT RIIT -
YGAISIEATHICH 1 A q59 HOH, | STIHATR=E: |l

[w]]

ST TEs | ARG AR | e aEeg: |
YT TEAAR | T 6 | TEREETTE 8T -
TR s |

. €. —T FEi—enai lmmma-——mﬁ
Gl ﬂw TEugTEER: AR |47 7 rgreieacmn
HATaEHT: | RS TE— AR [ | Rty gt
TIATE §ohd TF IH:, 7 § g ieax e | Tarkreg=i s
H RAAATOT STTA: TR aeaTq ST eI -
A1 513 H) &, TARRAR TE TR T T35l
T §HAT SARRIESTHIET MHHAI | TRITH TGoT9-
IO | SIS I R AT TAT O ARG ger
TGS TEAATA T TG AAAT G AAFHTEAIIT -
ARl IETS=aE [MBIEreaTaT 1 3919 3 arFatay
YEEETIR TFeT AEERR AFCargersa=ReR
MHRA STAT | 77 T3 FIHREREERET FH9197 @@
STeTfRe Qg 18 9 | AT Brpmaties qeRieasy

1 W omits this, Q adds yy&T SHTEATET:.
gu e after T 3 N and Q here add syt
2 AB D and F insert gegy | @edTq-a1aa.

after §sq¢ unnecessarily. C | 4 F and Q have ggswaziiur
more correetly reads $sg¥- | 5 A and M read wrai.




secT. 59, | aiSifwa saaifea = afta: 4y

RS sraeTd, AFRaTs 79w seT! TRAEIgaaaeTa-
FRICGEST FYFURTE Zeafagi=r= || FHmfy Ugg, |
T T | @ AT AT TGIIGATATAGHIAGT
ARTTIRAt AT A FeeTd | WeqaTdl FIomsaAT TRE-
IR IATA R Ted =, | S0 F(41 | SIEgaosIgga-
oI STEETEFAOT I | T FreAen=-9 ey STgdt, 790
AT: AT | T FrEMFEATT RIS, T SO T~
=il | T AR R U AT Sggegd] a9
FRIAE | Mo FHO SLAAOOGEEAT | AAATEF
&19 || SAHAT A HFEOMIAT | AIRHLAT TR AT -
qrRET I

AT RS ETASE | aerdeERad Qi)
AETAA T AIFATIFA 5G| AAGOArg TR
AErEEEY | EREETE AR weereE | Aeadyrard-
ATBFEATIAAFIT UFIEAETEHATGUTER 07 I 2R
%1, T ANTHIIFTE IRy SR | ey 9
FAAATTIA FA R MFHATTGIG N 0

TGI8 THTee: | sFTaaieai: | gggraat &3 |

fFqrgeEREe gagrEa | aeTr FST g |
AUl R AR | seeT aFadaan I
HAFFA ST AfRpR Fer=rafa Madtan |

1 M N Fund Q add wi? fRafX

correct one as it is supported

after wysy: but wrongly; J
supplies the ellipsis by fpgRy
more correesly, A reads fyg
for wifry incorrectly.
2 Ghere adds ST Euzw o <.
3 The toxt of T Dis here wun-
doubtedly tampered with. J

alone gives the reading adopt-
od, which seems so be the

by Vil, A L omit atfRp before
Zeroreagar. A L O P make
HUFRETST T part of the pre-
vious sentence, F N and Q
add sreaIERET before and
M q:'grf‘;gx{gr after srearivg-
Rar- @V Z make the two
sontences one. Y Z have ygu-
&1y and ggaTq for yqr and
TFT respectively.



42 T [ sEoT. 59,

qT. T.—F FFIR—ATAR | TEHT FOH | -
RIEGEEREERIEE LRSI I n b IE R G R e
N FIY | JRAAH AFSAOETARET | A
IR AT F IR A A TR R A ha: | $59¢
A AWTFT §T AHReAR: | ARefTETREiy 08
QFAY | RTTArgTIT SFRATTETY A | TFTEEe
agorr | &7 {31347 | Aoft gET I | Moft am wregThEiE-
Feu o R A st e Rz o-
20T | P &7 SEgausTEgan IR SEaaE=ag-
ST FEIATHANAHT TGO TAT TGTAT AT FeT TS
AFINAEGETET dIR AT, ATENAFTHI RIS OTHAT
TFEAUTRE: | FETATSTFEAT  FETNFAT-
TATAARISTEZEON | TAT FTHVAT §Y LEFAATT Hleh-
U$%T TEYIHGH ST | FEqaEa=esh §egUdaded, aF
BT SETIAHAT HIRASTEFIFEATAEAT TFTSEIT0
wu AT | TEESTE@EuI ageET Ad

[ & ]

I A St TEEeTRE | e
P AP AN | S
AT | SRR FEra: ||
1 ST and W insert here six | 8 S T and W read fXfguqr for

sentences explaining the qz- f2far and add wggRTFHOT
weg of the definition of grsg: as a third species.

but they are absent in older .
Mss. U prints them in brac- -} 4 In the place of this short

kets as an interpolation, sentence S T and W have

2 The reading is that of UV mmmm_
and K. K omits 3rRpats, and - X
T and W omit wetifagers; | ST IASTEETRGHT | §-

while O reads simply griRg- | - ST SPrasgroniad wgai
wiRsaveeT | ¥¥ aReRa. IgriFaat RrgreadraT.




snor. 62. ] adRtRw AR SR u}

. . —SRTF | AHSRTANT: | SFTATAIE-
RrsTT=aT=gsal A €11 | AT Gaaia——qgedn || -
ABHHTE—2TA T || G ATEoE—qgraTaid | -
&3 TaTaioRa(y: WiRTY: | ¥R g agrAtEar 399

T A —A RIS | ST AT R Teqg T
TR AT TR AT EATE g 6e9g
AEE=RTHIE] | ATEATRTGTA AIT=3ar FRO || AT
R | AT Angaes: |

[ &2 ]

AHFETRTRY  FAIRIIOY | I A gE
TR A OEEFEER | i @EER T 9
AP AR, | TR TRRSERERan M-
qTRYET 7 AT it |

. .~ T | 722 FHARTTHGEE O 5 |

T, A.—ARAT {EARA | 0 FFHOEE SiAe-
YHeT 98 AAMAIGTATE AEAFI=sEgad: 9
A AETI—r B IFTRATH I | sEgEian &-
FRAERIRATA |

[&R]
T BT | 3RE s T | IRehele
TR S | S ST TN | S |
q. f.—arF Ae—araafaf (IRwe -

1 R prefixes qeqafasreas to - explanation of yrTaT.
qafes’. 3 C Hread favaurarg perhaps
2 B U and W here insert a long better.



4y SERELE
RFFAT IO HATRN | 79 YgeAABaAEEITama-
fafy 3= | 39 NEAT AFITRATERANGT | & F 39707~
FeaquIT: | AAATR T Aeqaier 3357 Hqeasr are-
T, | GEATTATCAT 95T srsrT=a 2y e |

AT a0 e ‘@ @ aHR g rentigEeTg)
F¥ FEEANAEET T, ST AFR AT THH 7 e
quiATAARTeETe qTsd W @ yefnen WsF fusasi-
TSN, qUIAT (Feaed SSTaaaREaTF e
fegears | aEEisaq®l 95: || A=TfGEgaiararTwoT 7 qg-
FHAET 10T | %gﬁqawmmfﬁwmmaqmm
FReETEITEAR Fe | a9 YHATAIGIFARHIGET  Fel-

[PRERERGRI) ﬁwwlqlgwMrpmuvicmaﬂqr SR GGl
3% | a4 Aol ST, |

=qT. %ﬁ——ﬁﬁ?ﬁ e AR IRE JgaEafied:)
T | AGEHEGHAN AT | CIIE EACIGE
gt | e TAMEE FardTEaag | 3

ar'ﬂﬁ*a'qr. \

[ smCT. 62.

[ &3]
AT AEETA | AR 9o |l
. §t.—a=an 1gre tqwnmmwaxcurd arwgrf?{w-
FFTATAN, UEIFTAGeATAIIGS GaIFAqaTI=g=]( T I-
AT I | S AT AERF(AET [AGETET {31~
AT T TeTReT gauAaearg |

1 N Fand Q here add geqgaia« A reads Qs &7 =ix weafia-
RWTATR 2 2dds 8- | TSR,

AT,
2 A reads Fg: TwawORAT; N
" ¥ and Q have GEqEeAeHTAA.
8- Q inserts gq: before FQraET.
4 This is the reading of L and
M; OJ N P Y Z have the
same without gy before syregy®;

5 A and F have ®yr wig for
qUT-

6 K R and V omit this sentence,
while § and W omt; the next.

7 F and Q insert hm AT
quBw T A



SECT. 63. ] TSI sty = afta: uy

TR @R A TR @A g
$18 2% o a1 OTAETIRTT AEASTTALT= Feeqd
R I | FEgr A 4T AR qid ey
IR VAN figar, | Oq =Rl SE-
ST | 38 9% T RAT e Mg aEs: U O |
J=0 FREAFEN STERERA T A, | qer-

=
TR ATA TSI From | ay % g

FAYT FAET AF@ TORHS Tl I WA afd {9
I | T BT SIS qg A oA e R I aE -
wrEftard F a7 | o AR wawag ) FreRE: ow-
w9 || AT NMEEaararonT Tafi | ‘63 qE-
AR’ ST AU TETEEa O A OTEE S |55 -
eI A T H ST g AT (0TI TE e T e -
& T SEaEAEiil aRAAHOAA STATIEF 9 |
ITEAEIS FATAASTH TG FEATCTTIQIT  aguTeheal-
eEAaEAIATE: || 7 €9 0T 107 T4, 9298 SAMieTd-
SIGUTIA F2HIAANRG Acq T4 F‘G{‘ﬁ*“ﬁ{'fﬂ%{, ST
SIYATHREeTEAT, TS THEEIe9q qareagrefe-
&R ¥9 | EOAEUTIE SeaE W T eI raguni
FATARAT T T | AFFIIEAT AAOTET  [Aaeng |
EATEER TN RaT JTEE | TR | T SToqTamR
gt e, Graam AR qalers o g godrgRe-

FEATd, 7. AT, TATYAT, 37 SN s e
CRIT G ﬁ AEFER

...,........ s L aa ™
o \,,

oA : ; L T, B ETTETRr Dasals cady

T ‘!ﬁ'ﬁﬁﬁﬁ‘ m Lub . ouce been referred to, while
the words seem to be spurions | it is doubtful whether qﬁ’%q‘

as no other copy contains z is recognized asan indepen-
them, They are also super- dent proof.




“& eI b [ SECT. 63.

EGIRICE IE LA R A C IR ICER I PER G
LINEERE

FAFIT UISTIeageTst IRaEeaH, | TATSTIROTHIRO Jor: |
AATSATIROFRY 0 | T 78 ARuarg T a i
uT;, FAAT SATHAQD SATCAFH, ITAA TAAMEATA,
ATEH FFTEATTARITY SAEEA TS | [ TH/R-
AT SFFEEAITRIAAGIAE W/ @ Jad | =i~
FITSTIEAgeT eaeead ||

CERERIEIEIREINEIERRIPRIEECIE I RC I I
g T | AR IR G RE 9 |
T AREREATRT  TEREAAT, ISTRREEEES
3T T EERSHERIEEIRENFEICICICIRE R
AT [Ed AT ST RmICharTed  drea9q  qaf-
kU S GRS R IR R i S AL Ll
e, I

[ &% ]

mmmﬁ‘ﬁrmw T W | T
wmﬁm%ﬁr | feame ferm: | g = wﬁq
TR | SR SqERTE: | 99 9% At
& Tl sl w wiifo

a. . —sIAigd RasTa—SATATHR | Twed AFaiY-
Foeyere AR | GUTIRUATE-TRTeA T | ‘g2
937 (R TSR Thid |91 559 (7 ergia-

1 The passage is variously ¥y, while B J read “@Efire-
" worded in different copies. Frw. E differs from allin

The reading in the text is giving FegATTEIES FTAE.
thatof ABD F U and Sc; | 2 X has g frdfe: wqvefe
0 G HQand W have °¥fire- FrgIT e,




spor. 66. ] aARETARAT SN T ana g

fERaRuT-fATg R | ¢ TreaEeg gzeaan ATa=TE-
T AR | EriraaumE—{Tred i | qEEEE qc-
FRAFEAT seq: | % gerfi—agreata | Fafy ahf
RIS quT TR RS A, |
ST, AT FEeaiged fasd—
AMAATEAT | QHQ | CHIAERaaEsTarTaiaqd-
qTEYFRE F GLT o9 | AASTRIBHATTIRG: 94~
T AU E T T 6 TR & Tea AR 3. §917 gexef:
BAeFET T 5w gered: | SqTeqIQ e | O sAreEy aqv
THRET T ATRAAAT: FEOE | AR gel
RIS EG G H
[ &4 ]
ST BT | TUESTAET T | SIS J9 |
AT || .
. S AT —a iRy o
[ &8 ]
HIEREN WA ga ||

10 K Vomil this senteuce, | 4 It is impossible to aseertain
but us besides S T it is found g the true reading of this and
inRalsoina slightly different  the next passage. A BC H

form it is retaiued. The sent- | J U and Q together with Sec.
wucc as b stands in both 8 | und Vv agree in reading srg-
aud R is corrupt und is there- . Fa¥gdid and qfiwevshd
fore amended as sbove. § :  respectively ; while the other

reads sqr@FarTE: which is
pot intelligible, while R in-
serts g before last Fifew

variants wrgFwaar and gig-

THFAYT FgArg are found in

DEGX, as well as Nil. I
quite superfluously. have adopted the latter as be-

2 Uund W read gy for spfgee. ing grammatically more cor-

3 EH J K omit FEqr sud rect, and being supported by
join the two scutences, K adds the high authority of Nil.
Z1a after =7,

<



Ye qBEgE: [ sEcrT. 66.

. f.—g@ sFrii—adariaf | gegdeages-
IO gEAIRHAd SV | qUgd § WEIRIAER
59 1l

=qT. §1.—§€ FEraRi—|Iaria | sR=sisTdia=gr-
ATTERE [t | TAASTRO TR RAIGAT RIS
RASTHS  FARRAAAGU AT RE AR A AT
TRIEEE TAGEFEAGAARG [FESHIYHY | ATTT-

" grEfERIROTRZAAA=SIRRI0E | U= ga@-
ATRNF AT, |
[ &o]

gt TRgEan JgE @

1. .—gF Ferat—aReah | sEmfagye-
feRATIERE fegsaao | FRTIEaED guigEn
EAIEE P ER I EN G I RE IR CICEIE IR G-I ERLR Lt O
IR EYeIEY 31 GUSTRT qUS-Ig gl
TG IR TRIeURART  qUgEuaTaeana: |

| FSE=Et TR R | A9 FISPEAETAE AR | @
FAGIEIIST: |

[ &< ]
=oT am: ‘

[&%]
ST 3% 1

[ &e ]
i s

[ o]
s g8l

1 K inserts gus after ey l unnecessarily.



SECT. 75. ] aEtfrmar sqraarfrea 2 afR® ue,
[w?]

frfrgwavETET: ||

=T, 7 —aAtaET FRTTR-—fARaR AR
fafrgf | yEEfged: |

[w3]

TSTE A SRR Rron: |

[ e ]

Tesomae B | frn sk | fen -
T | A ST )

[o4]

GoRRiEr: | W e Raferedafy 1w
IREMREAETRE: | g RRgTS-
qEEEE | W AT JEEaRES: e
FARYAAERE: |

q. . —weHl ATSI-—FERT 3[ | YeRrEISnanar-
SR | EATHIARE——IT 317 | Seasinaar=an: | qiaei
FEIR-—STFWAA | ST RTRIaTgAAE | o
FATHY SR et | TRl GepsTased T4-
Fewi | RafeTTs saTR—Awadi | FemgaIsE Af-
RIFZAEATRAMEITH: {0 | 5 &G @A9-
1 O;nd Xr;;d‘a;ﬁq;ﬁ “éf_r;“, 3 O K read RIaedTgE:.

and K arregi@ f33me”; Demits | 4 B J X have Frrer; DG X
By i insert gyx after wa:.

2GT Q UW X omit Frar: | 5 D HJ read argaecamras:; O
and join the two sentences. and Sc. have gg=UTIFE:.




%0 amETD: [ sECT. 75.

aor: |qaqr“armasﬁmﬁrgq({rrrmf?mwrgﬁf-gww?qﬁ-m-
form=d AT |

=7, Y. — G ST —FERTL 314 | /AT S |
HFWAR | AFIITT €@ TAAGIA A TR |
ST WA AR AT HAA SR
QERTEARTET {AATE  TerRAREoe € g
FIOTATGACAIEITE | ATHAA A RATTATTAA AT -
TR | AT FASTATSAR SRS, HE AR A
FROTAAT A AR AT TeTd | 91d: SRR eI |
| STy REgEEErE s |

[ & ]

JEAEE Y | TEAREIIRaEATE | AR
T | THErpRETRgTEEy | o
FOEATRE: TAROR | SFIeEd A, | JOrETEEE
beesinieciSll

q. gr.—Fon FHAE—~TGAT | STTRIAT F1H-
FaurE—TeA ([ | ORI | IRAENTRARET | FIA-
gured warorerd: |

[ o]

e A | Tt | e
RITORE | T & | o S reE:

1 Instead of gzgwwyITR N has E U and W omit the whole
srorai. 7 adds gor after qa- | sentence.

wq. Other copies omit the CEGJQUX and W omit
word altogether, but wrongly. . - :
2 K adds seqeqi3a<t- AZIEEY  TUICHFIA X has
3 ABDhavesrfreem; EH J X instead qTRIAHEIR | AW
insert s before frgmEeE also wgazi® | H hos qyRad =&
in the next sentence. for yTrqTRETa, before gagur-
4 K omits mrx; G Jadd gy | wRara. ABDF insert sfa:
after f=, porhaps better; Q before gagean’®:.

poli




sEeT. 79. ] aSHfwar sqraaitr T | X

q. ST.——gma gaTR—ae AR | §angEcs-
RO frea i@’ | AR AT AR AT — SR -
FA | ATAA FHITA e EIEICIACIGEHE R

T, T —AAE FerTi—feasm | fer
SREECE R RO S C R CICRELIGRICIE]
AN AR AT hge T aHa qeaeT T<arg agRurT H-
ST, | FHFATAATTAEI ATRIRGTA AT eI
Wﬁwﬁaﬁfa\iwa AAFATITEE ST AREATIR-
IR STSTCHTRATE] mﬁrﬁﬁmrﬁwaﬁmﬁm
RFATR AT T aaeaTs | FASTF 5 wha-
faRgord ||

[se ]

feTzeggsay STEaR G

. §.—E Faafi—~AaR |

1. . —fAegFaTRT @ | rergedy WAy
TR | oF T AR aQREARgT: | AergsT-
IFTIRTTT IR AT AL ARG g7 ¢ ||

[\9" ]
(RREELH HYATT: | awqmm* l ”EP&T&’WWT T{w-
mwmmmwmaga amramar BRCicpEiepIECil
rrvmr'&rm rsﬁmf%m'ar mﬁrm qu %na [l

1 N places thissentence after ths AT TIRTOT: ATETSRT20F
noxt, omitting =yri%. Other ey
copiés except A 7 Y omit the NREEULE
rentence altogether, ¥ omits | 4 This iz a portion of a
the next =cutence. Q and F ! long abstrusc passage in W
insert GITAIFAINIAT WATTE- | not found in other Mes.

sArerRagaA:  hefore  HF 5 4 B R T omit stz

AT - ) ) which is however necessary.
2 The passage is variously read

by KRV SU and W. Mss, | 6 B GTouly insert zuqr; bub

G and V end hore. their reading has boen adopted
3 EGH K add spyar qgafter | o5 making the sentence more
. fasmme; X adds gepaTidsa- | grammatical.
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q. &1 —guard ggTR—EaER | ganshsaiaT-
ot AT | SATTEAEITRAIOnT ey 8[| *g-
TgsguaE—agiRd | Aigr gz el ARETdfETr-
ARTTET=RTIT ARETTTAEISR IR gHaTT-
RfE: | ATHIITIRATAR | FIGRAAFROHATAT: | G-
=FTHIAM |

ST, T —aaT ARTIA—IFed @ | g9 RAfe-
FAfAfrIARE| AT ARISAsTTar My @y-
ot | gaHET 3 | afasseARERTTEEEg 959-
g% aguaIARERgAgeAeTd: |

[ <o ]

AR TEE T | 95T OF FAET | @RR-
st A | SRURIAAA FAET | ARSI
RMOEERISCTFATIE: | T41 J9 920 A | agr
STHTF AT AR | F91 528 92
T iR N

. Y. —TE FTR—AATIG I | AEHEE AT
fASTIOTIT /TS 2131 T2EaAsAaa T - 3T R’ | afd-
AMrERATEFROER: TENSThT AT TIREy:
TATATE: || TAE SaTR——aqTg R | TEgEfeaRaRore
—aeR S0 | SRS RaROT I | R =i d-
=1 SRAfrERaAERugtTE e TaERgqEe: || eI
Td ST A—AFTSHI | AAAAESIRATRATIONT -
AETSAR | g RETRaoTT SRifERi |
SR SEAR—ATgTEa(a | AeNaE=agHRre-

1 8 T and W omit this sentence, | 2 Q and U omit wxfa.
and K. R, omit the noxt.
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SRR FT A AR g | H-
TRIAZAMET gUead sy wyaftenm  ARrEmiE: | ore
g 7 W 33 e ReAaRERsya: | §Aea  92af
TAIIETHT S0 | GageMETgaeamsaaiaanis-
YHETATEATARS: (| EHIamEsT | 9zaEae:
T AR SRR R RARAEET g
T | 92 929 ARG aEI: | i @ daarad |

AHERATEISTI-ATAE U9 GATE JAoa: | 92ma-
M@ FEATASETq EI =T THATA ST G2 TTERoT qia
T: | YA TR s e -
o HE | TN AR TS e R TR -
BN | 9T T GAAGGATAARD | FTS-
FONGT AT STIGRITIAEHET T IR T |
% NSATAGIRN Hacaed  FamasaIang | smardiEr
1 T AR, SATEITEGT | FEATHE: A
AAAE | AAEWMETEART T, qAIPaeT TqaaEat-
EICIEEICIRIECIC il

LA ——IE AETA-STar@RE | = e

1 A’s reading is corrupt and ‘ P 1dds FaoiagaaaTasi T-

makes no sense. The reading USTNTY ZuswwrEs; aoll other

of J has been adopted as the copics read FagwTwATE, and

most intelligible; although some of them omit the follow-
sven wit}x it the pas'sage is ing words upto qaieqT.

S i |16 130X % 2ot tho wo

Rrares for e, m, which however

g¢ makes no difference of sense ay

both expressions are common.

w0

2 The passage secms to have
been tampered with. The read-
ing of A J is retained iu the | 4 N F and Q add g1& srag: after
text, as being most probably ¢, but the words seem to be
the original, After guarura: interpolated,
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FURRE | seraraTd FeTTa—AR TR || -
q RrETTR—aTErean |
[et] )

@t il qummmerraﬂq & I
fagy

q. —a7 JETO-FH -1 ST -2 e (g al-
aqar-aaﬁ—rqu—arq—?vw-mmr@amwnm—mﬁ-ﬂqng
R E PRI UL G IR LU L] EIEREIR Tt '
caTeRd GRYETd AlE—FANTHIE | G RerEreas
gersfs | AR qlﬁuﬂﬁaﬁqqr’%&rﬁ‘qug‘ww—
qaiteg uaf @ gl B sgRrdatadl | TETArET
Sere | T ST AN ARD | A ARNEERAEA: |
e O | B AT | STl Al | ¥ SRl
TR RINE IR R CIRERC A K TS g@ 39-
ZIfyd | gEFal HEFENE: | FIENEIEEI R LRI E G
grea: | (AoT s | § T THIOTRS | qATHE AT |
SHTETAATA ARETHT ST | SUAEAgE [{qUsT |
FT AW AFAETTH: wﬁ%m@‘mﬁwqmméﬁ' | erfir-
TR LI FHET F0 T | G I |
mwaarwn‘%qrwmamaﬁﬁwrm&wmwwagqra‘a'*
memacqr?rwmﬁurgﬁmmﬁ%srmcrwa‘aqwaﬁﬁ
TR TR PTGHT ST | AR SIS e ] | M-
%ngrm qﬁrsﬂ‘a'{ Wrﬂiﬂﬁfrq qﬁ‘ram’w aﬁ‘a‘m 3T?ﬁ

i
U and W omit this, ex- E i, after ﬁq’f they also
WPt Send®faand instead insert @ atter IIET.

of it give o long passage | 5 myjs s the reading of 0 G J

which is not found in other LP Y Z A has m@g®

coples. zrfAsa which makes no sense.
9 J K Q and W insert 21{%,and N reads iR after g@.
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%, (s, afrgmaeis, aores, SEeds, I, atae,
T, S, ST, SRR, FATG, T A
Yaut, FRAAAFAN:, AT, SAAEA, frargeyr-
=m% | I ey

T FASTASE AN FeAT TAT=F WA IR tccr%r SIS
TR 39 | TRAHAEET FIEAT FORET 09
(TR, FTOTE ARRTTeArg | A WEATRAT FIRAST
YRR R T | AR E IR -
ARy IR T E A eaweT  Jig-
rgTfeard |l

FeadT T UgreaRy | qﬁsﬁﬁﬁm%ww TR -
&g | TeT=Ied 7 TRmeIasdEnar | ¥
¥ qe EiRICi G REE CEIRE ISR ERICICERIRCIEEN
TARIERHT (FSTEAT | Feaqrey qgagArq FlagreTar-
1 AR | T T AT TIREE ARy

FHBRAATAAET oIS [Ferfifares 7 Afg-
%ra?ﬁﬁ’qﬁﬁwma—awar AT | 7 A -
ﬁ*ﬁwﬁﬂﬁmcmwa‘mﬁr m‘ | 79 | ST
aﬁawﬁw&rﬂmﬁmm fIAETERT ATeAsTashedid d 7 7
BT ST R FeqarTaRgRes ay-
T T RSAHIATT, | TEHRHATHTATIAAHT (e |
A ¢ FRfEET AT aé’m R ENCE) fam‘m*crﬂr&

1G ruads TfEETErE g v- | it is superfiuous. AP Wrongly
< . | separate Frq from C°grewaAr
2 AP read gegary for ggex | and join it to wade, which
~which is wrong; M has gfg- % makes no sense.
gfar which is probably a mis- | 4 C LM N QY Z put this be=
take for wafr. ‘ fore fegafai™s", A and Q
3 N a.nd Q adds FfxwnATTR- | Dbave gFwwwweww; J s
m after gyeggatarg, but | doubtful.
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Tt | AMERAIGEATA: PSR A A  w-
rd TAFHMIERT BeEd: | i g | Fe
WATIA, | FEarHgTl A0 FeTEaraf | weq H-
fy FEvEmge SiRETE A | wE-

Frgr fAAET | a9 ¢ SNASAATRTETIS SR
FOfaf qae: €ray | AREGEEE ¢ FEshTa@ds
A, 3R M ana ar=d %&vzﬁf/ “ R
FHTAT YT FAT,’ §eA5 SChhios: BRITH Faofy
I | IETETCT AT AT ITATA QTEATAT Teteq=ae alerar-
FIINAFIEATTIRGST  SATAFETATT, | FIAAGATSAIRIS R
TATRT S | SFTAAASTHRATATHT FIARTA AT
qeq feT Aeaa 3R AT ®au fAeadad| srerded
FaaTdFeaq | 9w FUdia AacogdHg F A
W TTdETIUErEAaey qaardheai-a AT | W TS5
ETFETHRSATTN F&OM I (A AUGF-]I T T4
qogs:’’ T HapAviAerardery fhg agdderdag |
TARRNRT F | STy AR T afE | v
FITOTT @aspeadd | T q i |l

TETITET WH YA A&y | a7 | ATy g
s qeaea MigemtaesT:”’ 3@ Fear  qqongtame-
WISERRE AT, | 30T QA (SHIIH  qeaoqd-
m&%ﬁﬁmw-wmwmm qAA AT

@, Z ¥RwidyeET, all of

1 A J Z omit 313

2 'A reads wrongly sifexaeq-
FTatHTE for syFafq FET FTE-
-

8 This is the reading of J N. A
P have AfxgrfarEar, L
wesama, M iRwrey-

which appear to be wrong.
4 This is the reading of Q;J,
N Y and Z read srsansr’,
while A reads gieaarixar o
- both of which make no
sense; L M P are also corrupt.
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FEIUERT MEE? AW | agaa] Feguiyen-
T AR 34 deTeal SeigAoaomaaraeRi
FEREEARIFEIRSTHATR 9 SERIZedE q-
AR AT (AT ARTAeT AR I
SO AL AP | FANT AT RATHEAFE AT
HreAeTq, ¢ qilT RGFRTIAR AT w1 RaasTanT "
T3 GTIACENAT | A7 ¢ qenfagiE w9 A 48l
g7 fy FAOSR AR AR 997 11
I | ¢ BRI FAo Ry | §17 7 Fadigan-
VIR T TG | ST R aed gad a¢ e
AT FA FATIAATATIFATE | FAGRT il AFAA T
HrerTq, | AETergTEETET At aXd Ak e w1
T feggatarmd-sfageaammrgeada-iaE-
AFTIATTET GIASTHAZT TAT AFATHGALEA JUTH
w0 1
qT, A —RIGUUR | FAOHATG AT ITAE A -
BT IaTE Seq3qUS (R M SN (I EqTAT-
AT AT ST G ATTEANH GF IHAT THI0T-
TS | Reea~Tsngaad: |

U. B omits geErovgsar—at:,
and join IwHMAT to mext
sentence. 8 and W read the

1 After greqrg GV add qgw%-
. aﬁ i

2 This colophon is found in J
ulone, and is inserted here be-

cause it is important. It also M \ . lonh
. s3. g ]
oceurs in two other works of 3. glve various colophons,

our author, ' while 8 and W add a verse,
3 This is the reading f I and which are omited here,

|
! passage differently, Different
|
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FE NS RAE |
setaR g TR )

S sfvemdmrenrsiaz i SradnsT Aiie-
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NOTES.
CSeor

g 5 O
¢ Having enshrined the Lord of the universe in my heart,
and having made a salutation to the pre-
Opening prayer, ceptor, I compose this Compendium of all
knowadle things for the easy comprehension
of beginners.” ‘

1. Following the usnal orthodox practice, the author
begins his work with a prayer to the deity and a
salatation to the preceptor. This wwye, say the com-
mentators, is necessary for the completion of a work, and
for two reasons ; first because it is enjoined by the S’ruti,
and secondly because its necessity is proved by inference.
Of course there is no express Vedic text, enjoining the
Aye, but the existence of such a text can be assumed on
the authority of good usage ( firerarr ), by the well-known
rule laid down by Jaimini srafg srgame® ‘o S'ruti text is
to be inferred when an express one is not to be found.” The
argument for inferring a S'rufi text on the anthority of
ferer= is thus stated by T. D.—A wyrer is an act enjoined
by the Vedas, because it has always been the object (Axw) of
uncommon ( wFifeE ) and unprohibited ( wrfisfra) practice
of wise men, like z=f and other rites. It is obvious that this
iuference is only availuble for the assumption of a text,
when the Brevee happens to be sRfEs (uncommon o
sacred ) and snffre (unprohibited ). An s@Yfeefrerar is
that which is not IEMZATH, ¢. . caused by our own inclina-
tions, such asthe ordinary human acts of eatingand drinking,
but which is practised us a duty rather thau as a pleasure ;
while it is stf@sfra when it is not expressly prohibited by
N'rati like the performance of a S'rdddi ceremony at
night.

*Jaim, 8. 1. 83,




(" Tarka—Saigraka. [ suct. 1.

2, The Vedic origin of & gg® having been thus esta-
blished, the additional inference which proves its necessity
for the completion of a book is rather of secondary im-
portance. It is to be admitted however as a ggQrge® a%,
an argument supporting the S'7uti. This inference is based
on our experience that a book is finished when it is com-
menced with o gz, and not otherwise. This experience
however, says an objector, -is not invariable. We have
instances of works which are left unfinished in spite of
ample sy in the beginning, and also of books that were
completed without the superfluous aid of a wrgm. The reply
given to this objection is hardly convincing. It is founded
on the maxim Rgasw wA: FANHAT, and can only be justi-
fied on the supposition that the necessity of g has been
already incontrovertibly proved by the sgf@aggf@, and that
the secondary inference is to be accepted only so far as it
supports that S'r«fi.  The anthor says that in those cases
where the hooks were left unfinished in spite of the ayw,
the obstacles must be supposed to have been too numerous
to be overcome by the amount of wyw actnally made,
while, in the contrary instances of works completed without
the sry®, we might presume that the author had offered
the required prayer, eitherin his previous birth or silently in
his mind, although he did not insert it in his book.

3. The second line of the stanza indicates, as is usually
done. what are called the four Anubandhas
or necessary elements of a literary work.
These are:—1 fgw (subject matter) 2 g@w=
( purpose ) 3 gt ( connection ) and 4 srfygrdy ( person jor
whom the book is written). 'The wrfsrr in this case is a s,
i. e. not an infant (w&«hay ), but one who is ggerqroge able
to understand and retain the lessons given by his tutor.
Two things are necessary for the aequisition of know-
ledge, s supple understanding (zgorsn® ), and a retentive

memory (greows® )§ and only he who possesses these
two qualities is fit to learn this S'dstre. S. C. would have

the arer to be one who is srfracTrETwFTTR ST A=TY-

The jonr Anuhar-
Jhas.



SECL. 1. | Nores. #

3Tre: /- ¢. one who has mastered grammar, poetry and vo-
cabulary, but does not know Logic. gwatarg explains the
purpose ( ggrswtw ) why a new work like this is undertaken,
when there were already many ably written treatises on the
subject. The name agdwg at once explains the subject
matter ( fawg ), namely &, as well as its connection with
the method of treatment adopted in the book (Wm@). a® is
defincd as A qETTRR TR AT, TSTTRATTat:. The word
a¥ is vmployed in Nyiyo writings in several different senses,
but the one intended herc is quite unusual. It is rarely met
with anywhere cxcept in the titles of a few manuals similar
to the present work, such as aEHmady, aswmr, agagr and
aETgA.  Fxg primartily means a collection but here it signi-
fies a compendium or brief exposition. T. D. and T. C. de-
fine it simply #&qor wmegwygasw. V. V. and S. C. give a
niore elaborate definition, making » wag comprise three
parts, namely, IFsr ( simple enumeration ), garer (defini-
tion) and gfyarr (cxamination or exposition). The present book
contains all these three. gzratEsr from Sec. 2 to Sec. 9
and their sreyor and qfrayr together from Sec. 10 to the cnd.
4. Hither the passage ager T&ST etc. is corrupt or the
author has committed a strange solecism.
A disputedveadivg. | have retained the reading of A, because,
while it is found in most of the copies, it
is not much worse than the others given by F, Qor N. If
Kirapdvali and Kidaméari are the well-known works of that
name, they are quite inappropriate as opposite instances of
the efficacy of wyw. Airepdvali, if it be the commentary
on Pruas'astapida’s scholium ou the aphorisms of Kandda,
by the famous logician Udayanrdchirya, is supposed to be
an unfinished work, said to extend only as far as the section on
g% but the eight Mss. collected by Paudit Vindhyeshwari
Prasad Dube for his edition in Benaras Sanskrit Series con-
tain only the chapters on g=y and sor. It however begins
with a wryes to the Sun and Creator, and wuy therefore be a
tit instance of non-completion in the spite of wys. But Ki-
dambari too, if it is the same as the well-known work of
Bipabkatta, remained unfinished, although it opens with no
less than 20 verses of wyg. Kddembari therefore cannet
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serve as a counter instance of a work completed without a
wy, unless of course we resort to the two-fold supposition,
that its completion by the usuthor’s son is to be considered
a8 gwITY proper, and that the opening wge does not form
part of the book. The latter supposition is apparently sup-
ported by T. I’s subscquent words gravaaiar wvutgieis AW
Fd, which are interpreted by some to mean that the
verses are outside the book. But the interprotation is not
approved by Nilalautha -who takes the word g7E: tn mean
SenTearay. . Bither therefore the author committed a mis-
take or he meant some other Addambart which is not known
at present. The difficulty is no doubt removed in M which
reads Jrggeardr for wrgFaTEY, but the reading is not sup-
ported by any other copy and is probably an emendation of
some one who perceived the mistake. The commentator T.
C. also omits Kddambar?, and mentions in its stead a THAT-
gfgagey. The other readings given in F, Q and N , and
apparently supported by Nilakanthe and 8. C. are equally
faulty, since although the solecism ag regards Kddambar: is
removed, a similar one is committed about Kirandrali which
is neither completed nor is devoid of "aga. T.C.and S. 1,
avoid the difficulty about Kirandeali by substituting arrére-
geyqray for it. Of course there is the possibility that )
Kirandvali may have been finished by its anthor and a por-
tion of it is now lost; but the supposition is improbable,
and does not lessen a whit the ditfculty as regards the
actual presence of wym. Some have supposed that the
Kirapdeali mentioned here is a arfeasayeey, and not the com-
mentary of Udayana, but no such work is known. In short
whatever reading we accept, the diftienlty ecreated by the
- ention of Kirapdvali and Kidambars as opposite instances
is insuperable, since both of them, being incomplete in,
spite of a long or short wws, arc works exactly of the
same nature.
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Secr. IL gqgrat:

““ There are seven Categories:—Substance, Quality,

Action, (Fenerality, Particularity, Co~

The seven categories, inherence or Intimate relation and Nego-
tion. "’

1. The Dipiké following the etymological sense of the
word ( qgey eyt ) defines a gzyey as ‘a thing having a name’
( g qETANTATFTFEUE ). @ is a thing to which the
seuses travel ( spgwAITes eIt & | ) ¢. €. any external object
which is comprehended by the senses. wgrsf therefore,
means any object that is nameable. Other definitions of gayey
convey the same sense. S. (V. defines garserm a8 Jgees
while T. C. and 8. P. as qfen@fvwaw, {. ¢. any thing which
is an object of knowledge. A thing however which is know-
able must also have a name; and so knowability ( Srgew )
and nameability (@f¥yger ) .regarded as definitions of qarst
arc interchangeable. The word is invariably used by the
Vais'eshikas in this composite sense.

2. The rendering of the word ggrsf by ‘category,’
though not quite accurate, is convenient

Aristotle’s cateyories.  and useful for all practical purposes.
Ballintyne wused the word ‘category,’

while Colebrook translated gzyof by ‘predicament’ ; but both
renderings are inaceurate, in as much as they imply something
which can be predicated of another, while qaref implies not
only a thing which is predicable of another, but also a thing
which is capable of having something predicated of it.
Categories, especially in the Aristotelian sense, are g classi-
fication of predicates only, and not an enumeration of all
nameable things (including both subjects and predicates )
as the Paddrthas of the 1ais’eshikas are. In this respect,
the classification of the Vais'eshikas is superior to that of
Aristotle. The latter enumerated ten categories, 1 Sub-
stance, 2 Quautity, 3 Quality, 4 Relation, 5 Place, 6 Time,
7 Posture, 8 Appertenance or Property, 9 Activity and 10
Passivity. Of these the last nine only can be propsrly said
to be predicable of something else #. e. substance, but sub-

10
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stance itself, being assumed to be an Ens (Being) independ-
ent of all attributes, cannot be predicated of anything. It
cannot be predicated even of itself, because in that case it
will be an attribute and not substance. Thunsin including
substance among the categories Aristotle confounded the no-
tion of a predicable with that of a nameable thing ; but Ka-
ndda is not open to the charge in as much as his Dravya is
a nameable thing, and therefore a Paddriia. Notwithstand-
ing this distinction, however, the word category has been
employed in so many senses by subsequent European philo-
sophers that one is almost justified in using it ag an equiva-
lent of qgrer also. In the history of philosophy, the cate-
gories have been successively a classification of universal
things, or of words, or of forms of thought;and consequently
they have now come t0 mean simply the highest classes to
which all the objects of knowledge can be reduced and in
which they can be arranged in subordination and system.
In this general sense, Kandda’s Paddrthas are as much cate-
gories as those of Aristotle or of Kant or of Mill ; only that
their number and arrangement would vary according to the
fundamental principle on which the classification is based,
and the purpose for which it is intended. The classification
of Aristotle is mainly logical, that of Kardde metaphysical.
One concerns with notions and propositions, the other with
external objects which give rise to those notions. The seven
Padérthas of the Vais'eshikas can therefore be easily appor-
tioned among the categories of Aristotle. Dravye and Guna
correspond to Substance and Quality, respectively. Aris-
totle’s Quantity is classed among the Gunas by Kandda.
Relation is of two kinds: Samyoge and Samavdya, the first of
which is a Gune and the second a distinct Paddrtha. The
remaining categories really fall under relation in its widest
sense, but some of them are separately recognized by the
Vais'eshikas. Thus Time and Place are Dravyas. Activity
is Karma while Passivity is simply negation of it. Proper-
-ty may be Sdmdnye, Vis'esha, or any common attribute
called by later Naiydyikas an Upddhi. TLastly Posturs is
wegrafaery and is at best a Gupa.  Aristotle does not men-
tion Abkdva or negation as he deals only with Ens or Being.
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3. The various classificitions of Paddrthas, given by
Indian systematists can be likewise reduced to the seven
Padbrthas and vice versa, if one clearly understands before-
hand the particalir standpoint of each. Aydy~ writings do
not explain the process by which the seven-fold division of
Paddrthas was first obtained, but if we may make a guess,

the process must have been something
poasssifications of  yike this. A notion is either positive or

negative, and so the external object of a
notion might be wra or stre.  wrg things again are of two
kinds, properties and a common substratum in which they
reside. The latter is g=q. Of the properties again, some
reside in many objects conjointly, others in individnal things
singly. The first is grarew, while the latter class is again
divisible into properties that are stationary and those that
are evanescent ¢. ¢. yyor and w#. The remaining two Paddr-
this waara and @Sty are assumed to explain the special
theories of Vais'eshikas. Other Indian philosophical schools
also have their own classification of things, suited to their
particular doctrine or theory. Every system of science or
philosophy in ancient times thought it necessary to begin
by arranging the Universe into a few elementary classes.
Thus Gofamu enumerates sixteen Paddrthas, necessary for
the functions of logic, the Veddntins have two, Chit and
Ackit; the Rdmdnujas, one more, Is'vara; the S@nkh-
yus, twenty-five ; the Mimdmsakas eight ; and so on. All
schools do not use the word ggref exactly in the same
sense. It is used even more loosely than the word category
in Burope, and often-times implies nothing more than topics
to be treated in a book.

4. The Tarka-Dipiki says that the word gw is used to

exclode a larger number. T. D. and other

Why seven. commentaries here give a curious dis-
quisition as to whether an eighth Padér-

tha can be logically proved. An eighth Paddrtha is either
known or unknown. Ifitis known, it exists and the res-
triction to seven is wrong; if however it is unknown it
cannot be negatived, because there can be no negation of an
unknown quantity. This dilemma is cleared by defining
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qarede to be gy EQEICTAdASITC, L. €. the genus gzrd i

covered by any one of the seven species, Dravya efc. The
passage, however, beginning with @ is of doubtful authen-
ticity, as it is questioned by Nilu/astha, who remarks, “‘ad
T ¥Y WAPY FHFIAA AT GG TATITAIRT qg Hegda-
e afETeaerTa s @ 7 gttt waa.”
5. It is probable that the word ‘seven’ is used merely
to emphasize the seven-fold enumeration
4 guess. of the modern Vais'eshikas as distinguish-
ed from the six Padirthas of Kandda and
the sixteen of Gofama. The original aphorisms of Kandde
mention only six categories, and the seventh, spary, is added
by commentators on the ground that the six ap to wwars
being all wrg things, 7. e. entities, necessarily imply their
contradictory the non-entity. Consequently many first di-
vide things into wrer and sywrs, the former being then sub-
divided into six. The sisteen categories of (lotama and
several others assumed by other Nadydyilas, are reconciled
with the sevenfold enumeration by T. D, in its concluding
passage.”®

Secr. III. g=arior.
“ Of these seven categories ( wx =wgwugtdaesy S. C.) the
class  Drarya comprises nine, and nine
Substances. - only:—Earth, Water, Light, Air, Ether,
Time, Space, Soul and Mind.
1. Out of the seven categories enumerated in the pre-

- ceding section, the author now mentions the nine sub-

divisions of the first, Substance. T. D., T. K., T. C. and 8. C. |

i give two definitions of z=g, ¢iz. g-ma-mﬁn-aq and gma-;am-

to which may be added fEgrgers and FEATAFTCOT, 5 but’
all these, except perhaps the last, are defective. The first

appears like a purely verbal definition, or a truism which
teaches us nothing new about the thing defined. 8. C. how-
ever tries to Jusmiy it by arguing that gzgasm® isindepend-
ently proved, either by direct perception or by inference.
The inference is put thus, szrafHut TwaTRERET 9T F&>-

* Py G4 supra,
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griafear, FRUEEETTRETaTT, - ¢ the intimate
causality residing ina JDrasyz is distinguished by some
attribute ( which is the genns Draerys or substantiality )
because every causality such as that of a stick has a disting-
nishing attribute. The argument of conrse makes two
assumptions which are not yet proved, viz. that onlya
Drarya can be an intimate cause, and that snch acanse must
have some attribute to distinguish it. The second definition
is superior though still defective. If we say that a sub-
stance is anything in which qualities reside, we exclude an
important class of substances, namely all created things just
at the moment of their produetion, when according to the
theory ot the Naiydyilns they are without any attribute.
=TT o0 felot w=F @wfR is an axiom of Nydya, for if the
qualities are supposed to rise simultaneously with the sub-
stances and not a moment Iater, all distinction between
qualities and substances will virtually disappear. The defi-
nition srorgg will not theretore apply to Jracyas at the first
moment of their creationand is therefore srsgrg. The defect is
remedied by amplifying it thus, guwammIEor-garas-srE-
At gz, Although produets in the first moment are
without attribuates, they possess even then a sm® (4. €. s=sey
in this case) which co-exists with qualities in the same sub-
stratom.  But such a definition again would be too wide he-
eause gwT (eXistence) is also a wr@ that is co-cxistent with
qualities ; hence the word wem@er is inserted in the defiui-
tion to qualify wrfg. This amplification Lowever makes the
latter definition almost as verbal as the first s=aerenirae=,
only that the word g=gar is avoided. Though thus theoreti-
cally faulty, the definition is good for all practical pur-
poses. The definition gran@wrroes is technically correct,
for only a Dricya can be the wwamsmer ol a product, but
it is qriTaTigs as veing based on a peculinr doctrine of Tui-
Soshikas and is not therefore easily intelligible to ordinary
people.

2. The difficulty of defining a substance accurately
arises from its very nature. A definition which is not to be
merely verbal must be an exhaustive enumeration of all
essential attributes; but & substance ex /ypotiese is something
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that, while nnderlying all attributes, is quite distinct from
them. Now if the qualities which are enumerated as the defini~
tion of substince are essentitlly and invariably connected with
it, they are part and pircel of snbstance itself, and not attri-
butes distinet from it; while if they are not so connected
they do not’ constitute a definition. This dilemma has per-
plexed philosophers of all ages and countries, and conse-
guently many of them, like Berkeley in England and the
Bauddhas in Indiv, have denied any independent entity such
as a substance altogether. Thisis not a satisfactory solution
however, as the necessity of having some substratum for the
qualities still remnins. To obviate this, others like the
Veddntins acknowledge the reality of substance but call its
manifestation srfas=rfits indefinable or T,

2. The propriety of #3= is the same as that of gw in

the lagt section, the words being used to

Why wine, limit the number of substances to nine
only. T. D. here controverts the posi-

tion of the Bhatta school of Mimdmsakas that darkness
is a dravya. Darkness, says the objector, is a substance be-
cause it is blue and moves, and therefore the definition of
Dravya, gofarxa strictly applies to it.

What is darkness.  But darkness cannot be classed ander any
of the nine dravyas above enumerated.

Asg darkness has colour it cannot fall under any of the last
five, ether, time, space, soul and mind, which are colourless.
It is not air because it has neither touch nor constant mo-
tion which are the attributes of air. It is not light, as it has
neither bright colour, nor hot touch. Itis not water be-
cause it has neither cool touch nor white colour, the colour
of water. Lastly it is not earth, because it has neither
scent nor tounch. Darkness therefore, not falling under any
of the nine draryas, must be regarded as a tenth one, and
5o the restriction to nine is wrong. Having thus stated the
objector’s argument in full, T. D. answers it by declaring
that darkness is, according to the Naiydyikas, merely the
negation of light. A tenth dravya can be cither with or
ywithout colour ; but darkness cannot be the latter as it is
blue. Nor can it be a substance having colour, because
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every such substance requires light for being perceived with
the eyes, while darkness is perceived only when there is no
light. Darkness is therefore defined as FewFTRATHTATTT-
WTF: i. e. absence of large and illuminating light in geueral.
The 8. C. explains the propriety of each word in the defini-
tion thus: The word gratew implies that darkness is total
absence of any light whatever, and not the absence of a
particular light such as that of the sun or the moon or a
lamp. The word wrare is nocessary because otherwisc
there will be no darkness wherever there is gold which is
classed by Naiydyikas under Tejus. Finally grg excludes
the possibility of darkness being negatived eveu by minute
particles of light. How is then the perception of blue colour
and motion in darkness to be accounted for? T.D.
declares it to be a mis-apprehension. Besides the above two
views with respect to the nature of darkness, Médhavdichdrya
the author of Servadars’ana-Sangraka® mentions two more,
namely those of S'ridhara, the reputed author of Aydya-
Kandali and of a section of Prabdhikara school of Mimdmsa-
kas. The first mentions that darkness is nothing more than
the blue colour imposed on something else, thus making
darkness a quality only ; while the latter call it absence of
knowledge of light, and not that of light itself. A fifth
doctrine would say that instead of regarding darkness as the
absence of light we should deem it a drazya and regard
light itself as the absence of darkness. But these views are
not warranted by experience, and the one propounded above
as to darkness being the absence of light is the most satis-
factory. The controversy however well illustrates the apti-
tude of Indian mind for hair-splitting.

3. Incidentally T. D. gives under this section the
three characteristic marks of a perfect de-

4 definition. finition. T. D. defines a wayor as gworay-
IfRar uHs 4. ¢. an attribute free from the

three faults. A more Scientific definition of gegur, however,

is that given by Vitsydyane sReTaaBISEIRl S0, 3

# Sarv. D. 8. Calc. ed, p. 108.
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definition is an attribute which differentiates the definitum
from all things different from itself.* In other words gayor
is what English logicians call a ‘differentia.” Another defi-
nition of wzer is sgrgas® which with the qualifications men-
tioned by I. D. means the same thing as the preceding. A
fourth definition and of a somewhat different kind is sygraT-
Torges, and wgraTeoey is defined as FRATISSIFGATITAAT
a characteristic mark which exactly coversall (i. e. not more
nor less) things denoted by the definitum. From this it will
be seen that the idea of a definition entertained by Indian
logiciang was somewhat narrow. It was notan exclusive
enumeration of'all the essential characteristics of a thing, but
ounly a differentia, or “laying down the boundry’” (as the
word definition etymologically means) which separated the
thing defined from everything else. The function of a defi-
nition was more negative than positive; that is, a defini-
tion was more often intended merely to exclude all things
nther than the definitum than to give usany accurate notion
of the definifum itself. Accordingly any characteristic that
was peculiar to the definitum was made to serve the pur-
posc. The consequence was that the definitions of the
Nuiyiyikas often became merely verbal or nominal, which
satisfied the ear as it were but conveyed no idea of the thing
defined. goresnfameas and gavsTIEEOE, which are
given by Apuembhotia as definitions of zzr and gurger res-
pectively, may be mentioned as instances of this kind of in-
consequential definitions. Another device employed to es-
cape difficulties was first to give a wide description of the
definitum and then to narrow it down by the express exclu-
sion of supertluous objects by using words like zaw or frsr
as for instance, the definition of 1@, ¥atrga ete. For
practical purposes however the definitions of Na?yriyi/cas are
generally useful and often ingenious ; and a student bearing
the above limitations in mind will escape the misconcep-
tions and prejudices that are likely to arise owing to the
peculiar form of many definitions he will meet with in the
course of his study.

© Vét.on G. 8. I, 1, 2.
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4. The three faults mentioned in the definition of gayur
given by T. D. are sr=am®, afa=ara and

Its three defects. FEVT- AR IS sEwLIIRAy - o

A non-pervasion of the characteristic on a
portion of (the class denoted by) the definitum. For instance,
if we define a cow as a tawny animal, we exclude all black,
red or white cows. wrfgsan® is extension of the attribute
to things not denoted by the definitum, as when we define a
cow as a horned animal, and thereby include buffaloes that
have horns but are not cows. swgug is the total absence of
the characteristic on the definitum itself, as when we define
a cow to be an animal with uncloven hoofs; Of these sgwg
is only a kind of st=an@ i excelsis. In short a proper defi-
nition ought to be neither too narrow, nor too wide, nor
totally false. If for instance we define a cow to be an ani-
mal having a dew-lap, we avoid all the three faults, since
all cows have dew-laps and none but cows have them. It is
not possible always to have: such a perfect definition.
Annambhaita often employs simple enumeration instead of a
regular definition; and when even thisisnot possible he
contents himgelf with an approximate description. For
examples of the first see Sects. 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 9, while for
the latter see Sects. 8, 11, 12, 20, 25-32. Such enumera-
tions or descriptions, besides, are better suited to the un-
trained understandings of the beginners for whom this trea-

tise i3 mainly written. The author has wisely relegated all
abstruse definitions and discussions to the commeuntary.

Sect. IV. g

“There are twenty-four qualities, viz. colour, taste, cdour,

touch, number, dimension or magnitude, seve-

Qualities. rality, conjunction or contact, disjunction,

priovity or propinguity,posteriority or remote-

ness, weight, fluidity, viscidity, sound,intellect or understanding,

pleasure, pain, desire, aversion, effort or volition, merit, demerit
and faculty.”

11
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The T. D. defines a Guus awmwsﬂrﬂﬂﬁt, possessing the
genus ‘”Ww; OF FEFARTA TR WA
Quality defined. ¢ possessing geucrality and being at the

..:

same time Jdiffevent from substances and

motions.” The first iz ouly o verbal definition, but the latter
needs explanation. Accordin ng t to the theory of the Naiyi-
yikas,” wita or wywiww resides in three Padidrthas only, viz.
Dravya, Gune and Kerma. The definition wramasg would
therefore cover all the three, and hence it is restricted to
Gune LUy expressly excluding Dravye and Karma. The
same ig expressed in another way as geyraiR-RararE-SIMaRATT
¢. ¢. possessing & S7& which permanently inheres in a re-
ceptacle other than a Dravys. ere the word Fegr excludes
Fweasma which, like 111d1v1dml motions, is transitory; while
the epithet z=zi® excludes both g=yay and gwy. The defi-
nition of Gunre given in B. P. is fuller, sy w=avlrar T AT
fatsegay ot /- ¢. Guias reside in drevyus and are them-
selves devoid of attributes and motions. This slightly
varies from the original definition of Kanide, which is g=gq1-
FEAGUATS,  GoIOE T E iy 1R gueworst The ex-
pression g§RwFHwdisraieas 18 added in the Sdtra to exclude
Karma which is the cause of conjunction and disjunction.

2. Comparing the svveral definitions of Guna, we find
that it is clearly distivguished JSrom Drav-

frﬁi’bw }'3‘\,‘;‘,‘,2["1’“‘[[2 y@ 2% an attribute dependent on something
Karna, else ¢. e. c;"rwcyw, which is self-supported,
while it Iz distinguishable from Karma,

as an attribube which is fixed or permanent, and not evana-
scent or transitory. Botk Susa and Karme, quality and
motion, are accidents attaching to Substance, the Lns, which
underlies and supports them : but Guna is permanent, while
Karma is evancscent. They are asit were two different
phases of the same phenomena. Guna in the process of
change is action, while Zarwe when made fixed and perma-
nent becomes a guga. Kor instance, the motion of a
carriage is action because it may cease at any moment, but

* See Tufra Noles to Sect. VI and LVII.
'[- B. P. 85.
Iv.8 11,16
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the motions of the earth and the plancts are gunas because
they are permanent and belong asit wore to their very
nature; Similarly heat which is Guaa is produced by mo-
tion of molecules, while gwey or weight produces the action of
falling. This distinetion is succinctly put in one of the
definitions of Gura given above, TTNR-FATITH-FATIAATT
and will be made still more clear by the following extract
—“We understand by a guality that which truly constitutes
the nature of a thing—what it is—what belongs to it per-
manently, as an individual, or in common with others like
it—not that which passes, which vanighes and answers to
no lasting judgment. A body falls: it is a fact, an acci-
dent; it is heavy: that is a guality. Every fact, every acei-
dent, every phenomenon supposes a !zmm 7 by which it is
prodnced, or by which it iz undovgone; and reciprocally
every quality of things whick we fnow 1 v experience mani-
fests itself by cectaln medes ov certain phenomena s for
it is precisely in this way thet ihings discover themselves
to us.”’*

It is douhiful whebher the Na/fwizias of India had ob-
tained a correct notion of gunalities, while as to actions they
do not scem to have gone very deep into the matter. The
list of 24 gwpas is by no wmeansg baged on a common funde-
mentuin divisionis, whilz subsequently there it no attempt
to probe into the real nature of cach.

3. The Taria-Sangrafe like all modern works on
Nydya enumerates bwenty-four Gunas, but

Nunder of grelities. the original aphorism of Rawdde mentioned
only seventaen. The Safrs runs:—eqed-

mmr» GERE GRATOTR et ST Ewry T g

gETd ooty aomesy gan.t Do this Ust comiaentators

add seven mors, gem gReT W WeprT o¥ ] end gy, under
the shelter of =r. N'ankara A6s'ra, the author of Upaskara
¢

* Dict. des Scicuces Philosoph. queted in Fleming’s Vocabulary of
Philosophy, p. 398,
PV.RIL 6
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explains the omisgion by saying that these seven are not
expressly mentioned in the Stfre because they are too well-
known. The addition is expressly made by Pras’astapida.t
It cannot at present be ascertained who had the ingenuity
of first discovering this hidden meaning of = ; but the fact
at any rate shows that there wasatime when the system
was sufficiently elastic to admit material improvements.
The modern school of Naiydyikas reduce the number of
gunas to 21, excluding gvex erqvex and guwex as being not
guRas Proper. UL and squgey, they say are accounted for
by fawzea and @zwear or sygea and g, while guer
does not differ from swat=aTVTS-

4. Others have tried to increase the number of gunas
by further additions. T. D. instances 3 gunas which
arc not expressly mentioned in the list, viz. g, gga and
FiEae, while S. C. adds a fourth smevg. These, however,
it is argued, need not be considered as separate gunas, as all
of them are negations or contradictories of some one of
the 24 gunas. Thus gger is nothing but the negation of
gwew, while sger and gi3aer are simply different degrees of -
Hqir. onoer is the opposite of wgesw. In this way any
quality not mentioned in the list can be shown to fall under
one of those already mentioned. On the other hand, if it
be asked why both gt and srq®¥ are mentioned since the
latter can only be the opposite of the former, it is answered
that the Nazydyika idea of sraet is that of something posi-
tive, and not simply the negation of wa¥. epaw is actual
demerit and not the mere absence of merit. The same
remark applies to three other pairs of confrary qualities,
AT (@AWY, 9¥eT {9, and g@ gi@. Logically speaking,
these are the contraries and not the contradictories of each
other. Some include both < and spqsf under one head

e’

1 P. B. Ben. ed. p. 10.
*B. P, 161.



SECT. IV. | Notes. 85

5. The explanations are no doubt ingenious but there
appears to be a good deal of confusion of

Heaviness and light-  ideas. In saying that ggex (lightness) is
s the opposite of weex, Annambhatic seems
to confound the two senses of the word mwex, ©i2., ¢ heavi-
ness’ and ‘weight’. w@gex is opposed to swex in the first
sense alone, while in the latter and the wider sense, namely
weight, it is only a lesser degree of wgax, both lightness and
heaviness marking different degrecs of weight. Similarly
gz and g@aex or either of them are also entitled to
be classed independent qualitieslike gmer, for all the threeare
different degrees of ggtsrof particles. smewr being identical
with Rerfa=erasgey or inertia isa positive quality and not merely
a negation of effort. The nine qualitics from zf3g onwards are
peculiar attributes or functions of Souland ought to have been
classed scparately. The enumecration of gupas in fact is
rather rough and unseientific.

6. The twenty-four guwes have been distributed in
various ways according to the different

W((,lvﬁ;;{zmﬁon of  principles of division adopted. The gunas

arc cither Rer or =ffAar, |rHET=T or A3y,
THTRCTAT, BTETATET or ANy, and so on.  Some of these
distributions are given below, as likely to be useful to stu-
dents :—

I. First, the twenty-four gunas are distributed among
the nine substances in the following manner :—

FIFETTSET ATICTEEHTIr TEAT J0T: |
oS TaETiEat ®F T AT AR 0
TETTEAISET WY UFA T FTTAB |
®F TAEAAT ST ITR0Tq Tgaer i
TEETAT TeagaT: [Haaa Tga |
TATIRYE, WEATIETAF WTEAT qT U
TRTAET TOT OF AT WG |

FEINRTAE HIORT: T a T 0
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Ly

wearEs: T3 ZREResT gl F=av
QUIGTEETT: T TTF AT N

“The qualities of air are touch, number, quantity (di-
mension), individuality (severality), conjunction, disjunction,
priority, posteriority, velocity and fuculty. The same first
eight qualities together with colour, fluidity and velocity,
are assigned to light.

«“Water is the site of 14 qualities, /v, of the eight be-
fore mentioned (7. ¢. i), and farther, of velocity, gravi-
ty, fluidity, colour, taste and viscidity.

«“Earth has the same qualities, with the etcep‘uon of
vigeidity, and the addition of smell.

“The 14 qualitics of the soul aro intallect, pleasure,
pain, desire, aversion, volition (effort), number, quantity
{dimension), severality, conjunetion and disjunction, faculty,
merit and demerit.

“The qualitics of time and place are number, quantity
(dimension), severality, conjunction, and disjunction. The
same qualitics together with sound belong to ether.

“Those five qualitics (Fwar, aRawr, gawa, g, and
fawmr) together with intellect, desire, and volition (effort),
are sited in God ; the same five qualifics with posteriority
and velocity, in the mind."”§

II. Guiaes are also divided into graver and &3y A
AR g is defined TSNS BT ET A AT A RO A - o TR -
srfaaraf which in simple English :eans a quality that re-
sides in one substance only at one time, and not in two or
more substances conjointly. wrevssr guwns are those which
reside in two or more substances jointly. The &3y and
gratea gunas are enumerated as follow :—

FEATTEE, TR g AHAEHT 59
SFEATIATI=RT SAHT AHTET gom:

= B. P.23—-33.
+ Roer’s translation of B. P. Bebl. Tud. p. 13,
% T. D, p. 60 Supra.
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S \ E N S Y
HeaTEaeTTal STy RIiREsaAr
qweRAY ATATERQOT O wEaar

“Special qualitics are: intellect, pleasure, pain, desire,
aversion, effort, touch, viseidity, natural fAuidity, fate, me-
mory and sound. General qualities are: number, quanti.ty
(dimension), severality, conjunction and disjunction, priority
and posteriority, derived fluidity, gravity, and veloeity.”f

III. Guuus are also divided into those which are ap-
prehended by one external sense only ( q®fFrTmmr ), 0is.
colour, taste, odour, and touch ; those which are apprehend-
ed by two senses, eye and touch ( g¥Frwrmrar ), Vi~ number,
dimension, severality, conjunction, disjunction, priority, pos-
teriority, fluidity and viscidity ; and those again which are
not perceived by any external sense ( wdfifegs ), viz. gravity
merit, demerit and faculty. ’

For other classifications sce 1. M. Bhimacharya’s
Nytya-Kose (second edition) pp. 2324, and Bldshi-Pari-
chehhedn, 85-91.

Spor. V. wET
Motiow or Action (s of Jive finds only, wir. tossing or
throwing wprards, Dropping or throwing
Hutivw. downecards, Contraction, aepansion and
Goiny or 3otion in geieral.

1. The division of Karma is in sirict conformity with
the aphorism of Auwide.f The T.D., ag in the case of
Guui, offers two definitions of Kerie also, of which the
first G‘ﬁrﬁi‘m% {-ﬂﬁ ﬁ:q‘ii(gﬁaq}ammm is o real one. Mo-
tion is the non-intimate cause of conjuuction, but is not
itself conjunction. The meaning of wmwaTRrFver Wwill be
explained later oy, it is sufficient to note here that only

e — - —— e e s Jrov—

°B.P. 89—91.
+ Roer’s Translation of B. P. Bib, Ind. p. 53.

V.8 1,1, 7.
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karma and some guans can ever be the non-intimate causes
of dravyas or gunas. Karme is supposed to be the non-inti-
mate cause of conjunction, as when a hand touches a book
the motion of the hand is such a cause of the conjunction of
the hand with the book. But sometimes one conjunction
is the non-intimate cause of another conjunction, as for in-
stance, the conjunction of the hand with the book is the
non-intimate cause of the connection of the whole body
with the book. This CODJIIHCthn therefore is expressly
excluded by the words gaiwir=er " &-

2. The definition of Karma given in Kandda’s sitra,
is more elaborate though essentially the
Uther definitions. same. TEESIRITC  AAIE W T AT TETI0-
foTa saweor” means that action inheres
in one substance, butis not a quality, and isthe direct
and immediate cause of conjunction and disjunction. The
first two epithets exclude srgaf® g=a and some qualities like
watar, while the last is practically idential with sarmasama-
Freor of T. D. S'ankara Mis'ra mentions several other defini-
tions of Karme in his Commentary on V. 8. I, 1, 17 (Cale.
ed. p. 35). The only one which is worth noting is Reraf-
FRATHIETEATC-ATAa<T®, Which means that gwesr® resides
in a thing (¥d) which is never permanent. The wider
genus gyt resides in gz, gor and e of which the former
two are sometimes fRear; but W is never Gay, asitis
always transitory. Auerme is said to last only for five mo-
ments,t and so gHaean® is said to be GamaF®.

3. The division of Karma into five kinds does not
appear to be very logical. If all miscellaneous motions
such as gyration (wwur), evacuation (¥sr), flow (zaeza),
flaming up (sefsama) and slanting motion (Fdswra) are t6
be classed under simple going (srmar), why cannot, it may be

°V.8.1,1,17.
+ Roer’s Trangl. B. P. Bibl. p. Znd. p. 4 note.
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asked, gayqor and the other three also be similarly inclu- .
ded under it ? Nilakantha justifies this arbitrary division on
the quaint but easily comprehensible ground that it would be
sacrilegious on our part to question what is laid down by &
free-willed sage like Kandda (F=iveftqomgiat o srad@rsieata
St | sdreger fdTgdnTEe W ARETAR W)
A closer inspection, however, might reveal some sort of
principle even in this arbitrary division. Motion is prim-
arily divided into three kinds according to its direction,
namely, vertical, horizontal and slanting or miscellaneous.
The vertical motion may be from below upwards (Iearqur),
or from above downwards (stadiger). Horizontal motion

also may be twofold, motion nearer to oneself (swtrgaw) or
motion further from oneself (wwrur). All other motions
are relegated to the comprehensive class of sngm. It is not
of course meant that the above groups exactly correspond
to the ordinary conceptions of geirqur ete.; but that some
such principle was in the mind of the Sdérakira when he
made the division seems to be highly probable.

D i

Secr. YI, €hraread,
Genus or Gengrality is of two kinds, widér or extensive
wnd narrower or limited.

1. In Section LXXVII Annambhatta defines wrarey a8
Feaigaderpray, and adds that this g~

Generality. urey resides in Dravye, Guna and Karma.
There are three characteristics of generality:
that 1itis eternal, 2 it is one, and 3 it resides in many.

Conjunction and some other qualities such as fErrfiwiwgr
reside in many, but they are not eternal, and therefore the
word ﬁ;q‘xn the definition of grwreyr excludes them, The
i of an atom is both eternal (for atom is eternal)
and resxdes in many; but it is not ome residing in many
(Wg and hence the word gww. egvarwry however
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is eternal, one and residing in many. Therefore the word wm-
g is interpreted as HIAE OF ARATTEIGT TAATAR, thereby
excluding negation which does not reside in things by ¢nti-
mate union, while gravew does. The word Genus isa conve-
nient rendering of mrmver as Ballantyne and others have
adopted it, although itisnot quite accurate. Genus may
perhaps be a more appropriate rendering of wm@. Genus in
English not only means the common characteristic residing
in several individuals, but comprehends the individuals also,
while grarer or sm& denotes only the common characteris-
tic. Genus is a class, graTey or MR is the common attri-
bute which distinguishes that class. Other definitions of grerer
are, fRraey FaawFaaaaay ond Fead W@ g =T rAa-
gamTEEooE which are however not as good as that given
by T. D. But they all imply that grarex was conceived by
later Naiydyikas to be some atiribute having a real external
existence in the individual objects comprised in it. The
original aphorism of Kundde is ambiguous and conveysa
somewhat different notion. grared Fgiv & ggwday” conveys
the sense that the notion of generality depends on the ope-
ration of our own intellect. A quality becomes a gmrsw
only if we conceive it ag residing in many ; while the same
is fagry when we regard it as a differentia. A property for
instance exists in a certain number of objects, which are so
far of one kind ; if we use the property for grouping those
objects into one clags, it is ey, if for distinguishing them
from all other objects in the world, it is FSty. Thus an
attribute, though inhering in the object. canunot become a
wmTer until our intellect has recognised it to be so. As
long, for example, as I have seen only one elephant and do
not know that there are others of the same kind, the genus
elephant does not exist, at least sofar as Iam concerned.
Similarly the same attribute, e. g. w=a, is grawy if regarded
as residing in all pots, and is a @3y if regarded as distin-
guishing pots from other things. Such seemsto have been

the original conception, but subsequently wrarer appears to

*V.8. L 2 3.
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have come to be regarded as an attribute havin{‘g an absolute
and not merely a relative existence externally.

2. - In later times wrarer came to be used synony-
mously with =7@&, and was given an

Vdrietiesof Sgmanya. . independent and eternal existence apart
from the individual objects. This will be

clearly seen from the various divisions of grara. Annam-
bhatta, following the commentators on Kandda’s aphorisms
divides rares into gz and erqy, higher or extensive and lower
or non-extensive. The instances are mwr (existence ) and
g=aex ( substantiality ) respectively. Of course the terms g¥
and wqy are relative only, the same attribute geger for in-
stance being sy with respect to g=r and gy with respect to
qzex. Some other writers make a threefold division of
grar=r. The T. A. for example divides wrarew into sqvq®
( widest ) ¢. ¢. w=T, =avew ( narrowest, ) e. ¢. gzex and sqrey-
=yrqx (middle ) ¢. ¢. gzgex. This division obviously regards
the common characteristic as existing in itself and absol-
utely, while the former two-fold division only sought to fix
its relative extent as compared with higher or lower gener-

alities. g=gex can be sometimes gy and sometimes =gy, but
g1 must always be sgras, and g=gex only sgreg=grgs. The
terms in the former division were relative; in the latter they
are absolute. This is not the place to discuss which division
is more consonant with reason, but it may he noted that the
latter though apparently simple is beset with difficulties
from which the former is free. Anrnambhatte therefore was
justified in disapproving of the threefold division, if we may
accept the interpretation of the word /& after qewa® v a8
given by V. V., which remarks si3fasreges mawrisqga-agT4-
AT T F- YT - B F A THIRITATR TTFITH

. 3. wmHETey is again divided into two sorts, srgoe and wwve.
The first is otherwise called srfa and is de-

Jati and Upadhi.  fined as grefreavas |UATGH, that which is
directly connected with the thing such as

weuew wwew otc.  The second is called gqrfy and ig defined ag
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qRqTAT wEAE, indirectly or mediately Qonnccted with the
object, such as g¥gex giogexr etc. Every common characte-
~istic does not constitute a jéfi. A number of persons might
be blind or lame or black, but blindness lameness or black-"
ness does not constitute an independent class. The circum-
stances which prevent a common characteristic from be-
coming a jiti are summed up in the following verse of
Udayandchbryas—

TARCNLTIETN W SATATTRATH: |
FOEIACEFA=IY STRraTIFaEye: 1

The circuamstances that prevent generality from becoming
a clags are six: (1) Unity of the object, ¢. ¢. the sky being
one all-pervading thing, there is no jd#/ as strersrem; (2)
Identity of things though the names be different, e. ¢, wzey
and sgurex are not different jdsis as both words denote the
same thing; (3) Cross-division, ¢. ¢. y@er and gdax are not
Jdtis as they constitute cross-divisions, sirerar being e and
not gd, and wag being m¥ but not &, while the remaining
four, gudfY, ara, &g and ary, being both s and 7; (4)
Want of finality, e. . jdti itself cannot have jd# on it, for in
that case, there being jdti over jdti ad infinitum, there will
be no finality ; (5) Violation of essence, . g. the Viscshas
( particularities), though innumerable, cannot have a jdsi
fa3ryer on them, because by hypothesis they are esgentially
opposed to the conception of jé¢i; (6) Lastly, want of pro-
per connection prevents jd¢i, ¢. ¢. gaaTger cannot be a jdre
because, as every jd¢i rests on its srsrq by wRITIRTIY, there
cannot be & wwRaTT On WHE, and wrargs, if accepted asa
Jéti, cannot have any connection with its srsrg.  All these
therefore are mere Upddhis. The student will now be able
to understand Annambhatie’s remark that srarsy, or more
properly its one variety the jézZ, can rest on Drawya, Gune
and Karma only, and cannot rest on the last four Paddrtias.
Bven amongst the first three there are many things that
cannot have sm@®, such asether, time and space. It will be seen
from the above that gurfr is any characteristic which be-
~ longs to several individuals, while wm@& is only a particular
kind of them, fulfilling eertain conditions necessary to consti-
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tute a proper class. These conditions are implied by their
opposites in Udayana’s verse quoted above. If you take a
hundred persons you can arrange them in various groups, as
for instance by their nationality, or the language they speak,
or the complexion of their body, or by their education. But
each of these groups cannot constitute a class, for in that
case there will be the absurdity of one person belonging to
several classes, and all notions of genus and species will be
confounded. Hunman being is a class because we can at once
recognize certain well-marked characteristics which clearly
distinguish human beings from all other animals; but black-
ness cannot be a class, for if it be so we shall have to group
black men in the same class as black sheep or black stones.
This distinction between srn@ and gurd is very important
and is one of the subtlest discovered by Indian logicians.

Sgcr. VII frzmem:.

The Individualities or Particularitics residing in elernal
things are innumernble.

1. The idea of f&gry, particularity, (called syearf@sry by
Kandda ) is a counterpart of that of grarey
Particularity. ( generality ), asthe one necessarily implies
the other. In Sect. LXXVIII, Annowm-
bhatta defines {Fdry as residing in eternal substance and serv-
ingthe pnrpose of distingnishing them from each other, while
this section fnrther tells us that those particularities are in-
numerable, one being wssigned to each eternal substance. A
more accurate definition of &GSy is wAT suTaawas, that which
distinguishes self from itself.  The peculiarity of a Ves'esha
is that it perfurms the donble function of differentiating one
eternal substunce from all others, and also that of different-
iating itself from other ' VSeshas and everything else. The
latter assumption is necessary, because otherwise we ghall
have to suppose a second Visesha over the first to differenti-
ate it from others and so on ad infinitum.
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9. The eternal substances in which Viseshas inhere are the
atoms of the first four substances, earth, water, light and air,

together with the remaining five substances, ether, time,
space, soul, and mind.

3. Other definitions of Viesha are sm@viea ™ wf’ frcag=aar-
T, CEATTERIAE F1a GTATAReT: and sraeasgraiaeg:, all
of which amount to the same thing, namely, that Viiesia is
a paddrthe assumed to account for the difference of atoms
and other eternal substances from one another. The neces-
sity of this assumption is established by S. C. thus:—¢¢ gay-
AT FUEEATAATGE TENINTEAR, ICHTCAT g TOIRTS 7
FEEETarsaTTaT EHT Artyasg: A jar is distingnished
from a piece of cloth because the component parts of the
first are distinet from those of the latter (eraaadgraza@yy:),
and so on we may argue until we arrive at the ultimate con-
stituents of matter, namely the atoms. But as an atom has
no parts, we cannot account for the distinction of one atom
from another by the same process of reasoning. Similarly
we cannot account for the mutual distinction of other imper-
ishable substances such as ether, time and space. There is
therefore no help (stargegr of S. C.) but to assume a separate
individuality in each of these substances to account for its
distinctive character. This individuality is called the fagrg of
that substance, and they are as innumerable as the atoms and
other eternal substances. It is not right to translate this
fasry hy ¢ difference ” or ¢ differentia,” because the latter words
denote the special characteristics of a species as distinguish-

ed from genus, while &3ty concerns the individual only.*

4. This doctrine of fagty is supposed to be a peculiar tenet
invented by the Vaiscshikas, and ove from
m‘f,’g’?;’izgﬁfs'“"" “  which they derive their appellation ; but it
is singular that the original aphorisms of

Kandda do not give much prominence to it. It is referred to .

* See Bain’s Deductive Logic p. 73.
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onlyincidentally as it were, in the Satre syeraredrvdy @ardwT:™
which, while treating of ravew, distinguishes its occasional
fS3ryext from the well-known ultimate Viseshas, that are
called final, because they reside in the final atoms of matter.
On thisbare reference the commentator Prasastapddafounds
the theory of @Sy which is however wholly repudiated by
many of the modern Naiydyilas who are otherwise followers
of the Vuiieshika school. They argue that, granting that
Viseshas are necessary to distinguish individual atoms, there
must be something else to distinguish the Viseshas them-
selves from one another. If however it issaid that the latter
function is done by the 17ieshas themselves by some peculiar
inherent faculty, why not then attribute this inherent faculty
to the atoms themselves. If you have to bring in the inhe-
rent faculty somewhere, why not suppose it in the individual
atom itself and discard the superfluous Fiseske altogether,
rather than first attribute a I'/$esha to the atom and then at-
tribute the inherent faculty of self-distinction to the Visesha?
The argument is irresistible but not a new one. Pradasta-
pada the oldest known commentator on Vaiseskika Sitra
already anticipatesand answers it thus:—‘srqreeaf@srareag
TLAMYY FATH @A TATATIN TEqHF0A A7 Foqa gia o
AT, | BF ATETFIATHATTGT W TAT TSR TSN F G
Tt YOI | 9T F SqAEEAT T qag e aaengea st
TATTN ATTFATEFATANNG 90 U T TR T H 0T S -
fer®.;  The answer however is hardly satisfactory. It isof
course scarcely needful to say that the doctrine of I7iSesha is
not_accepted by other Indian schools of philosophy such as
the modern Naiydyikas, the two sections of the Mimdrmsukas,
uamely, the Bhdttus and the Pribhikuras, and the Vedintins.

*V.8.1,2 6.
T Bee V. 8. 1, 2, 3, and our Note under Sect. VI. on p. 90 Supra.
i PrBl Bﬁﬂ- ed, P. 3220
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Seor. VIII. sroamas
Intimate Union is one only.

1. gwmamy etymologically meansthe act of coming together
closely, and is therefore used to denote a

Tatimate Union. kind of “ intimate union’ between two things
which are thereby rendered inseparable so

that they cannot be separated without themselves being
destroyed. Itis therefore more appropriate to translate
‘gwgry by ¢ intimate union’ rather than by co-inherance as
Ballantyne has done. Annambhatie defines waarw in Sect.
TYas<a permanent connection existing between two things
that are always found inseparable.” The wwary is called fawg-
gegey in contradistinetion to w@pr which is a guna and ig
always srf@ar. The expression srgafig denotes things one
of which is always dependent on the other, as the jar on its

components or the quality on the substance. wrgaf@< is the
opposite of gerfeg which may be taken to mean either ‘prov-
ed to be joined ’ or ¢ proved to be separated,” according as we
take the verb g in the sense of ¢ to join’ or ¢ to separate.” In
either case the meaning of gaf¥rsg is the same. In the first
sense garag means things which are proved to have been
actually joined and therefore which must have once existed
in a state of separation, while in the latter sense gafre
simply denotes things which are proved to have once been
separated. Those things therefore which are not thus proved,
that is, which have never existed in a separate condition are
% wigateg. The two halves of a jar were separate before they
were joined together;their connection therefore isggrr which
can be destroyed at any moment by separating them again.
But the jar never existed and can never exist separately from
the two halves; the connection of the Jjar with the halves is
therefore waery. These srgafirg things are limited in num-
ber. In fact there are only five pairs of things between which
ATy is supposed to exist, ziz. 1 the product and its parts
( Wﬂﬁ-&r )s 2 the quality and the quahﬁed (gmyﬁﬁ),
3 the motion and the moving ( frarfaarasdt ), 4 the indivie
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dual and the common characteristic ( sr@=w®1), and lastly 5
particularity and the eternal substance in which it inheres
( Arsrafirera=y). The definition in the Sdfra is simpler and less
comprehensive zEEE@ Ta: FEEROEE § gaaEs,” from
which it may be inferred that the notion of gwerrs was crude
at first, and must have been gradually developed by later
writers.
9. In Sect. VIII Ainambhatic emphatically says that
} o waary is one and one only, in order torepu-
[ Camavdgaisons  diate the position of the Prdbhdkara Mi-
mimsaias and a modern school of Nazyd~
yikas. These latter deny evon {Rege  to warer.  The faeres
of s I8 pro*\:g?i«;oy the argument that as all positive pro-
ducts (wrmrd ) are geucratod in their material cause by wwars
relation, & waars if prodaced will reguire another gwary and
50 o0 a@d Lnfinifun. WHETE t_orerore must be regarded une
producible /. ¢. fFey. O convse this faegex is only relative,
and not absolute gnelt as that of anatom.  wwm is fey in
bhe gemse tuaf it ean acifher be produced nor destroyed
withoat predueing or Aeslvoying the product. Now comes the
question why this sy onie entity of srwamy is recognized at
all.  Here there is o dilponee of opinion between the Nasyd-
yikas and the Vieadesifes, o the old and the modern schools,
as . C. calls ther.  The former hold that swarr is observ-
ed by perception, and cherertvire no uther proof is required to

prove its existence. The {windiias however, of whom An-
wmmbhaiio s ane, deny poreeptiiility o g, ou the ground
11z anly when the two connected

s

that a couteetion s pere
thingsare pereeptible. while spagrs orten exXists bebween things
une of which (e. g srgrer tle wawn@wrw of gy ) may be
imperceptible. In their npinion wwara is proved by inference
only, and the argmicut is oiteu put as dnuambhatte bas put
it in his commentary on Sect. 79,

° Y. §, Vi, 2, 26.
13



28 Tarka-Sengrohe. [ smeT. viIn.

3, The doctrine of 7 is very important and may in

' one sense be said to be the corner stone of
Sameyaoatrine of - Nygyo_philosophy. It is the wemra that
explains the phenomenon of causality as

conceived by the Nusydyikas; and it is this theory that makes
them so intensely realistic, in marked opposition to idealistic
schools like the Veddnia. The conception of gwerg is in fact’
= key to the whole theory of causation as viewed from the
Nydye standpoint, and consequently the doctrine has been
strongly animadverted by writers of the Sdakkya and Veddntic
schools who hold different views. The Bhdtia Mimdmsakas
algo agree with the latter in repudiating weravg. The theory
of atoms for which the Naiydyikas have been so famous is
but a necessary result of the doctrine of gaare. Sankara-
chdrya, in his commentary on Drahma-SutraIL. 2,13, lays his
finger accurately on the weakest point in the wwarer theory,
namely, the inconsistency of calling wwaras a counection
between two distinet things, and at the same time regarding
it as of a totally different kind from wgwr. If g9y oxists on
the €4 draryes by wmara. gwara also requires another
wEaTg to exist on the wwaras; and so there is the absurdity
of an ad infinitwm. To avoid this difficulty waare is regarded
as a distinct paddrtha and not a guwas and the Neiydyikes
add that the first wasrg does not vest upon the swanfy by
another gaary but is identical with it. Why then, rejoins
the Veddntin, do you not take gaimr to be identical with the
w@arfas.  As to ggnr being a gure and gaary an independent
padértha, says the Vedantin, that isa technicality of your
own invention, and we do not accept it. It cannot also be
said that wwery being fRer is of a different kind from gpr,
and must be treated difterently, for 9T also is sometimes
eternal, as for example the 9mT of F1er or strETs with qwamy,
while gwara itself is not truly eternal, it being liable to des-
truction by the destruction of the product. But the chief
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objection against wwary is that, if gaara i3 to be re‘g&r&ed as
identical with its 74 and o, would it not be better and
simpler (@Tas) to regard the vt itself as identical with the
wreor 7 Hence the Veddntins and the Sdnkhyas hold the cause
and its product to be connected with each other not by wa=r,
but by the relation of identity (arzreea ). The doctrine of srga=
firg on which that of wwary depends is also ruthlessly eriti-
cized by S'ankarichirya.® The gist of his criticism is that the
notion of cause and effect being srgafas, that is; being cona
nected together in an inseparable union, is directly opposed
to the hypothesis that the caunse is always anterior to the
effect. Asa matter of fact the cause and the effect are one
and the same thing, and not two different things joined to-
gether inseparably by a fictitions union called gwara. The
whole realistic theory of the Naiydyikes is therefore based on
a fietion which has uo hasis iv actual experience: This is not
the place to go deeper into this controversy which has been
vigorously carried on between the rival disputants from the
earliest to the latest times; bnt what has been said will be
sufficient to give the student an idea as to how the doctrine
of gerara and the theory of cansation built upou it lie at the
very root of the whole J,\kj@bﬂr gystemn of philosophy.

Secr. IX. sqaram

KNegation is of four hinds;— dAntecedent, Consequent, Absos
tute and Reciprocal. '
1. The ninth section only enumerates the four kinds of ne-

‘ gations, reserving the definitions of each
Negation. tor a future occasion. They are antecedent
negution or non-production, consequent

negation or destruction, absolute negation and reciprocal negat-
¢on.  The word negation used by Ballantyne conveys the idea
of Abkdva better than non-ezistence, which is hardly applica-

Brah. 8it. 11, 2, 17.
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ble in the case of sdreuywry. <nbecedeni negotion is that
which exists before 8 thing is produced, and the consequent
results after its destruction. idsolute negation exists always
and in all places except where the thing itself is. Reciprocal -
negation is the denial of one thing being any other, such as a

jar not being piece of cloth.

9. Other writers divide sy first into two kinds, syegtegr-
wrg and e, and then gplit the latiter into the remain-
ing three. Thus Visvendtiu says in Bhdshd-Parichehhede:—

TR BT éml‘_wx;awmmlun: i
b U IER G W TSETEEETRE W | U
oF Sferatesn Savier g :f 78N

2. Mutoal or reciprocal negn may be defined as ths
negation of identity. Allother kinds .:_' ;Lg wbien are grouped
under ggwrars which, literally trazsolated, means negation by
contact, the contact being between he thing negatived and
thing on which its negation is affirmcd. Thus when we say
7% yae et arca we affirm the negalion of wz on a particular
gpot. Similarly the antecedont and the emergent negations
also are affirmed with refercnce to some exterral wnfgwor,
with which they are said to be counected, while wedrana
simply denotes the mutunl non-identity of two things. In
short, in both kinds of svpy, viz. wwt and w=grey, there are
always two thiugs referred to; butin thedfivst, one is negativ-
ed of the other, while in the other, both are negatived of each

" other. Thus an sfearary may be resolved into two was-

wras. For instance gz wat wifq isa proposition affirming
the mutual negation of g and gz; and it may be split np into
two propositions g% gz wrftw and g geed i@, both of
which are examples of wwwiwry. In swdearars the words
expressive of the two things are always in the same case, ¢. ¢.
the nominative; while in the other case one word is usually
in the locative as denoting the sn&mver on which the negation
rests. sy is divided into sy, srerrary and sE|ATAT,
of which the first two are nothing else but the non-produ-

*Bo P- 11’ 12!
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ctiou and destruction of a thing. sersarary iz absolute
negation, and comprises all varieties ~other than those
mentioned. A discussion as to its exact nature will De
found nnder Sect. 80,

3. The simplest definition of wwva is wrafde, what is
distinet from existing things, but other

Abhdva defined.  definitions are more elaborate. S. C. defines
waTTer a8 giRgrRsTaniaE oS, . ¢ a

wpaddrtha the knowledge of which is dependent on the know-
ledge of its contradictory. S. DI defines it a3 gzam@wgredy-
*qTITEE & paddrtha in which rest the mutual ne atxons of
all the other six paddrthas, {. e. which is dxstmct from
the six catagories, substance etc. While really meaning
the same as wrgfasat, this definition« begs the question
by inserting syefrearars, o sub-variety of erwrs, into the defini-
tion of srwr. It is therefore fnulty. A third definition,
given in Sarea- Darsona- ‘;'wizgm/"aa, 18 TTEIITE FOERITA-
FaT, 4. . @y not being itself wwwr is not connected with
anything else by wwatw.” Naiydyites hold that stqre is
an objeet of direct purception and is connected with its
srdEwor by the relaticn called &Srqurar: that is, when we
say gErargEgagw we regard wararw s an attribute of g@w,
just as we call zoz the altribute of zusy. This peculiar
conception of negatioun discloses the habit of Naiydyilas
to invent any number of fictitious conventionalities, if they
are convenient for practical purposes. Really speaking, to
class syary as a puddrihe along with the other six is an
absurdity. There is not the least resemblance between the
two groups, as one is the direct opposite of the other.
wuTE, can be a paddrtha only in the most literal sense of
the word, namely, the connotation of a word (spwry ), but
really speaking it cannot be said to have auy external
existence. It is now-cxistence pure’ and simple. and all
varieties of it such as the non-existence of this thing and
that thing ars mere couventionalities of speech. In what
respect, for instance, does a gerarg differ from a qaprg ?
Really in nothing essentially, for both agree in their simple

* Sary, D. 8. Cale. ed. p. 109,
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character of negation. But one might say that we find
garars even where there is a gz, and zice verse ; and there-
fore the two negations must be different. But this means
that we only attribute the difference of the things (srfaaviy)
to their negations. Iu other words, the 3IgEf on the
sy is simply endife, while as a matter of fact all nega-
tion is pure and characterless. It follows that srsre cannot
really be the @gwor of yaw, for a f¥ryur, in order to be
apprehended, must exist, while the essence of spure is non-
existence. |'eddntins and others thereforc who refuse to
recoguize T as A paddrthe regard it simply asFasaed,
that is, as yge itselt and nothing more.

4. Tt seems that the 17wiseshikas had not originally con-
ceived of =rwra as a separate padirtha. Kandde’s aphorism*
enumerates only six padirthas, omitting wpwrx altogether.
But the ingenunity of commentators has added a seventh
eategory srwra as being intended thongh not expressed by
the Sttratara, the intention being gathered from the occur-
rance of the word sywrsinsome other Sdtras, such as ** Hyvon-
waTe Fravwre T and st EarsesaeEsTaTETE e U To
recognize a separate entity hecause a word expressive of
it occurs somewhere in a work is not indeed a very strong
argument. Similarly Cdeyandchirye in  his  Kirendvali
_remarks ¢ i = wgTaf: ( the six mentioned in V. S. 1, 1,3)

o~ o~ I S s

TYTAAGEET AWTTIG TTEIATANT A2 wfagnaaequriaiae--
qureTa W g gegatd. Lhis is more like an apology for the
non-mention of srwry in the original Svfres than an agu-
ment for recognizing it as a separate paddrthe. Whatever
be the case, the recognition of erwra as an independent
entity has been a distinct gain to Indian logic, in as much
as it has greatly facilitated the processes of analysis and
reasoning. liven those who deny it the stutus of a padirtie
cannot often help clothiug their propositions in its terms.
The wonderful accuracy of Indian syllogism is in a great
meagure due to the use of such fictitious but well-understood

expressions as vy, gfaant and wgdeft.

* V‘SI, 1, 4. T Vt S. 1, 2, I- i V- Salx, 1, 3.
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5. Here ends the first chapter of Tarka—Sangraia, which
8. C. names wgrdiEsnawmTaeo. According to the well-
known dictum of the scholiast, the VaiSeskifa system con-
sists of three parts, the enumeration. the division and ths
definitions of paddrthas. The author of Tarke-Sangrake first
enumerates the Paddrihas in the second section, and then
proceeds to state their divisions and subdivisions in Secs.
3t09. From the tenth section onwards he enters upon
their definitions or sreq®uw severally, and defines them in
the order in which they have been enumerated.

Secr. X. gitrst.

Liarth is one that has odour. It is of two sorts, eternal and
non-eternal. Eternal is atomic, non-cternal is product. It is also
thregfold, body, organ and olject. Body is that like ours; organ
is the olfuctory sense at the tip of the nose; object comprises
the earthy stones und the like.

1. The author defines earth as weggdr having odour,’
which means seqgwar@sroe, the inti-

Earth. mate eause of odour.® The relation expres-
sed by the termination zg here is gware

only, for otherwise the definition will overlap on #ime and
space, with which sgeg is connceted by srig® and #@ErE rela-
tions respectively. Besides the apparent sifg=am@ on #ime
and spree, the T. D, notices three other objections agaivst
the definition: Tst, it will not apply to a produet which, he-
ing composed of parts having both good and bad smells, is
rendered odourless owing to the two kinds of smell being ‘
mutually destroyeds; nor can it be said that in that case per-
ception of odour iz rendered impossible. You will have
therefore, says the opponent, either to recognize a fysprey
‘variegated odonr, ? which you do not, or your definition will
be inapplicable to such a ease. The author denjes both
alternatives. saying that in sueh cages we can distinetly ap-
prehend the different odours of component parts, and so there
is no need of recognizing one variegated odour of the whole.
The secoud objection is the same as in the case of gorger as

* 8. M. Calc. ed. p. 21.
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a definition of Drazya, viz. that it will not apply to a pro-
duct in the first moment of creation, when it is supposed to
be without attribute. The answer to the present objection is
also the same, viz. amplification of the definition (p. 77). The
third objection is drawn from our experience that even water
and other substances besides earth possess smell. The answer
is that the smell belongs not to the water but to earthy
particles mixed with it. There is a fourth objection which
the author does not notice. We see many earthy things such
as stones which are odourless, and the definition may not
apply to them; but the answer would be that the smell in
them is e Ul that is, th@unh existing, it is not perceived

owing to unmvoumble circumstances.

2, Although odour is mentjoned as the differentiating at-
tribute of earth it is not its only attribute.
Its attributes, Kandda s aphorism weaeseqzrasd giat
describes earth as possessing four qualities
colour, savour, odour and touch, which Senkere Misra con-
strues as giving four alternative definitionsof earth. Besides
these four material qualities, earth is credited with ten
others, making in all 14 qualities residing in earth, for which
see quotation Swpra. p. 85.

3. Four copies A B D and K add gz before sreaasdt, butb
the pratikes in all the copies ol Dipikd except A, as well as
that in 8. C. show that the sentence began with sreyasy, and
that the g=r got into the text by error, probably from the
opening sentence of the Dipild. The gz in the Dipikd is ex-
plained by Nilakantha as gfremEe ( Fa59g ) 78T TeqN:-

4. Farth is first divided into eternal and non-eternal : the

- first being atomic, and the second a pro-

an}ﬁa;toi-etei%;?al dact.T.D. defines (Regem 08 HRTNATIRAR,

its contrary wHww@arfayg being snRee.

That which is not liable to destruction is eternal, and its op-

posite is the non-eternul. These definitions of T. D. are how-

ever incomplete. Vdiyz-Triti defines fdegey and eyfRarey more
correctly, as e SETATATRRATAE Wi ety and

*V.8.1L L, 1.
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aftrae QETATER TR faereraeaes gregs. The T.
D. does not take into account past aswell as future eternity,
and consequently itsdetinition of fFeges overlaps on geTara
which,being indestructible,is wrarafagnft, but which is not ez
as it has grrars. There are some however who regard ww as
eternal;and according to them T. D’sdefinitions will be correct.
fregar is also defined in another and a simpler way asygnE®-
gantaEewea. heing distinguished by a connection with the
three times, past,present and future”, /.e. existing in all times,
Whichever definition we take, prodncts are always su@ar as
they do not exist prior to their production. The eternal portion
of earth is the atoms which are the ultimate material causes
of all earthy products. The atomic theory of the Vaiieshikas
will be explained later on. ( See note Sect. XTITI. )
5. Karth is ugain divided into three kinds, body, organ
of sense and mass. The body is that which
Another division. Delongs to human heings like onrselves;
the organ is that of smell which appre-
hends odour and is situated at the voot of the nose; while
mass comprehends all other earthy things, such as stones ete.
This threefold division of earth ix very ancieut, heing deriv-
ed from the aphorism of Kaniida.” But there is a difference
of opinion as to whether this threefold division is of gferft in
general or of grdwar giae only : and the controversy, s¢ faras
we are concerned, turns partially, if not mainly, on the cor-
rect reading of the passage in Twrku-Sangraka. A reads gy
gaeEar, but ag all other copies of the text as well as the
commentaries agree in owmitting gy before ga: there was
no alternative but to omit it here also. The reading wr can
be defended on the ground that by unmistakably applying
the threefold division to srdwegr gy it makes the meaning
of the passage clear, and thus brings the text into harmony,
vot only with other works like P. B., S. P., 8. M., and
others, but also with the Kandda’s uphorism wegm: gir=ari
Frdwsd ffEd Er@egdzent. The word gr however is
not absolutely necessary,since S. C. extracts the $ame sense out
" of the word gas:. The chiefobjection against gy, as also againgt

® V' sc J‘V’ 2' 1, 1‘ Iblld-
14
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the interpretation put on the passage by 8. C. to make it con-
form with the works mentioned above, is that the interpre-
tation does not agree with T. D.’s note on the passage q&mI-
ot fauwy. The remark apparently shows that the threefold
division is not a sub-division of one of the two kinds of gt
first mentioned, namely srfenqr, but an altogether inde-
pendent division of gfardt itself. Having divided earth into
eternal and non-eternal, the author mentiors another divi-
sion of the same according to its forms and functions. But here
comes the question, does Annumbhatia say something which
is in direct opposition to Kandda’s Sitra ? The Siatra distin-
ctly ascribes the three-fold division to product earth only;
and the scholiast Prasastapdda also clearly states his. op-
inion by remarking &fad |rear: w1 | rEREaRTTRTFT L "
Annambhatte, by taking in the whole earth ( eternal and
non-eternal ), would be plainly contradicting the S#tra and
the scholiast, which is highly improbable as the present
work is distinctly based on Prasastapdda’s scholium. As a
matter of fact, whichever interpretation we take, the
ultimate result, as observed by Nilakantha, is the same,
namely, that laid down in the Sutra. Nilakantha noticing
these two ways of interpretation remarks o ﬁaqqfﬁ'am
R E SR TS AT AT [RYaTata R ST
JEHE OF I3 TOREwg®: €egd sf@ wwww. EBven if the.
three-fold division be ascribed to yygst in general, it does
not apply to e giget, that is, atoms, asall the atoms
obviously fall into the third of the latter three divisions :. e,
@wg. In other words, faear g%t instead of being the genus
of the latter three kinds becomes a variety of one of them.
In this way the passage in T. D. can be made to agree with
the Stitra, and both views reconciled.

6. i is defined as syremaAT Wranrwaste, but a more accarate
definition is sreTaa@® wid Jersraw, that
is,a final product which possesses voluntary .
action. sreryrayfaes is defined as syguzsr-

The three varie-
ties of earth.

*P. B, Ben. ed. p. 27"
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W WqATTTNTHTT, & thing which is produced from parts
but does not itselfbecome a producer of another product, such
as a jar. Our body is such a final product, because it does not
constitute a part of any other larger product;
Body. and it possesses the additional character of
being the seat of voluntary actions. 3Iyey
is defined as FanFawriaaRgreradiar anact which conducesto
the acquisition of the desirable and prevention of the undesir-
able. A hand or a foot is also the seat of such e,
but it is not a final product as it forms a part of a
larger body. Body is divided into #if§w embryonie, and
IgnAas non-embryonic. The first is srsirOrasrewsrsa and
belongs to human beings, quadrupeds, birds etc. The second
kind is possessed by insects born of perspiration, plants and
semi-divine personages, like the sage Manu, who were self-
born owing to the influence of =rrwr. This classification com-
prehends the whole Biology of the Naiydyikas.

7. The second division of earth is organ of senge, which ig
also limited toanimate nature. gfege is de-

Organ. fined as FRATZATIATHOTATHT A FTq JTH-
FROEAEaETE. < Anorgan of sense is

the seat of that contact of mind which producesknowledge,but
is not the seat of any manifested special qualities except
sound.”” The Naiydyika theory of perception is given by S. C.
thus.— STeRT AMHT §ToTd A TRT O~ gRA ad: geqaw. ‘“The
organ is united with theexternal object onthe one hand andis
on the other connected with the mind which acts asa
link with the soul.’” So the contact of the mind is
with two things at once, viz.the soul and the organ, and
both are the causes of knowledge. The first part of the de-
finition therefore ending with wfa is thereforc inserted to ex-
clude the soul,whois the seat of 14 special qualities, *while the
organ of sense possesses none. But then one might object that
as the organs of sense such as smelland sight partake of the
nature of their respective constituants, »/z. earth and light,
*they must possess odour and colour, the special qualities of

* Bee quotation p. 85-6 Supra.
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garth and light.” The answer is that they do possess them,
but the qualities are not manifested in them, and hence the
word ag:ris inserted to qualify f3rggor. In this form how-
ever the definition becomes too narrow, because it does not
apply to s, the organ of hearing, which being by hypothesis
WPOSbiSOb one Wm?@rmw »i2. sre%. This defect is

removed by excluding gr=x (sra—qa'r) from the special qualities
that are not manifested in an organ of sense.In this way the
defingion ismade todenote an organ alone. Otherand perhaps
simpler definitions of gfexw are sTHTHTH FAFTOTRTETT "
and sgeawAE-FrAATE-AAIEaEemers. t o the first of these
i@ excludes the Soul and external objects, while srfre-

HLHE excludes fAiaweasra which being ereftfFsy is the prox-
imate cause of w@wsammw. In the second definition the
words sgegstaE exclude the Soul. r@gy is of two kinds, the
internal (etea@@gw) which is mind, and the external ( =f@-
ez ) which are five, #»/.2. the organs of sight, hearing,
taste, smell and touch, corresponding to the five elements.
Of these the organs of smell, taste and hearing apprehend
ualities only, while the rest apprehend substances as well
as qualities.

8 The third division of earth is fw object, which compre-
hends the whole mass of inorganic sub-

Object. stances. The term &g is used here some-
what loosely. [t signifies everything that

at any time becomes the object of our knowledge. Organs of
sense not being objects of direct perception may perhaps be
excluded from the class gy, but organic bodies, at least
of all the living beings heside ourselves, do become the
objects of perception and ought therefore to fall under
@yw. One’s own body heing subjective ( sremvfew® ) may
be ranked apart, but the Dodies of other persons are as
much objects of knowledgoe as houses or stones. Why then
should they not be included under @&gx? The reason
is that the word faga is used here ina restricted sense. It

*T.K.p. 3.
T Tattva-Chintdmani.”
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means those things only which are always the object and
never the subjects of knowledge. The bodies of living beings
though objects of other men’s knowledgeare subjective sofar
as each individual is concerned, while inanimate things like
stones not having any knowledge of their own must always
remain objects and objects only. This point does not seem to
have been clearly understood by commentators, although the
difficulty was perceived by them. S. C. for instance remarks
“oameTT TECATIASITRTATR [ANTSTa 47 TOReaq o’
AT | TIgATT TORMEFEANR (97 0F | W3 FaA g Neddw-
=7y, that is, although the three-fold division isa cross-
division in as much as the usual definition of frwa (Wraragraft
fayar:) would also apply to bodies and organs, the latter are
classed separately for the clear understanding of beginners.
This explanation of 8. C. is of course copied from & similar
one in Muktdvall: grERFEaa O TaS@ TEOFAQIITH: Rreg-
FEamantr:. * It is difficult to guess how such a cross-divi-
sion tends to the easy comprehension of beginners, but prob-
ably these commentators, while noting that body and organ
are expressly excluded from e, did not quite realize why
the meaning of the word fagg was thus restricted. It is also
significant that Araambhattn defines (e simply as FriA+ET-
formr:, and_ thus carefully abstains from any reference to
ART O ITHATI-

9 There arc two other guestions with regard to the extent
of the class e which cannot be so easily answered. The
first is whether atoms are included in fayw. The definition
Fntragrst would of course exclude them, for atoms being
WA EE ~can never he the objects of enjoyment. Desides
other works expressly exclude them. Blhdiski-Parichchheda

for instance has:—
RAYAT gTWFNZT AWTUSTa IETEas M

On the other hand, as observed in o previoas note ( Swpra
. 106 ) Adanambhatte would seem to include atoms under
. T, and the fact that he gives a definition of f@ywx which

* 5. M. Culc. ed. p. 27.
T B.p. 37,
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applies to atoms as well as products supports the conjecture.
The second question is whether plants are to be classed with
T or with &y, The question seems to have very much
exercised later writers, and there is a difference of opinion.
Prasastapdda,includes trees under (Fa, while Visvandtha,the
author of Siddhdinta-Muktivali declares in favour of the op-
posite view.ft Sankara Miira discussesthearguments on both
sides and arrives at the only reasonable conclusion, a9
FUEETRCETe T Ayt FsavAar @ alwegagret  Annom-
bhatte also would scem to take the same view.

Secr. XI. 2117:

Water is a thing having cold touch. It is of two sorts, eternal
and non-eternal. Eternalis atom, non-cternal is the product. It
is again threefold, body, organ and objest. Bodyis in the region
of Varuna, organ is the sense of taste perceiving ~savour and
residing on the tip of the tonque; mnsses are rivers, seas eic.

1. Water is defined as having cool touch. Like carth,
water is divided, first into eternaland non-

Water. eternal, and then into body, organ and

' mass. The watery body is possessed by
beings in the regions of Varuua, the organ is the organ of
taste located at the tip of the tongue, and the mass comp-
rehends rivers, oceans etc. This and the following paragraph
on light closely resemble the last one treating of earth, and
appear to have been inserted with an eye tosymmetry. They
are good examples of how wu passion for analogies and sym-
metryin everything often leads to unwarranted and absurd con-
“clusions. Because we see earthy bodies and earthy atoms, we
arealgsoasked to believe in watery and luminary bodiesas well
asatomsinthe Varuraand fl\d;}tym regionsrespectively. Kondde

defines water as gqraeraTTer Smar =t fvurs,§ and alsoaffirms |

¥ P. B.'Ben. cd. p. 23,

+ 8. M. Calc. éd. p. p.26.
1 V. S. Up. Calc, ¢d. p. 214.
§V.8. 1L, 1, 2.
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the coldness of the touch of water,* but it is singular thatno
trace of the subsequent classification is found in his Sitras.
Thege details in the case of water as well as of light have
been supplied by commentators, whose dialectical ingenuity
never fails to supply arguments for defending the grossest
absurdities. The objection, for instance, that a watery body
having no solidity, would be like a bubble of water, incapa-
ble of enjoyment, is met by the reply that though such a
body would be mainly composed of watery particles, there
would be enough of earthy atoms in it to’add consistency
and cohesion. This watery body is held to be only sifast.

Another objection that if coldness is the special attribute of =~

water how is it felt in slabs of stones, is answered by attrib- -

uting the coldness to the presence of water in the stone.
The remarks made in the three preceding notes on the last

section as to the propriety of the division and cross-division,
apply mutatis mutandis to this and the following sections

algo. For the qualities residing in water see quotation
at p. 85 Supra.

Secr. XII &ary.

Light has kot touch. Itis of two sorts, eternul and nor-
eternal 5 eternal is atomic, non-eternal is product. 1t is ugain
threefold, body, organ and masss body is well-fnown in the
Solar region, organ is the siyht which perceives colour and
resides in the forepart of the black pupil of the eye; mass is
Souzfold, earthy, heatcenly, yastric und minerual. Earthy (mass)
is fire and the likes heavenly is lightning ete. produced from
watery fuels gastric causes digestion of things eaten; mineral
is gold and the like.

1. The only variation in this section over the last twoisthe

sub-division of fayg into four kinds of light:

Light. 1 earthy, in the shape of common fire and

the light of the glowworm; 2 celestial, in
the shape of lightning which is fed by the fuel of water (smy
read axg aq ) , as well as sun-light, moon-light and sub-
marine fire 5 3 gastric, which is instrumental in digesting
the food eaten; and 4 mineral, such as gold and other metals.
The first two kinds are undoubtedly real fires; but it willrequire

* V. 8,11, 2, 5
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a very strong metaphor to class the latter two among the
laminary substances. The gastric juice is called five because
it consumes food like fire, and produces heat in the hody.
The last case of luminous metals will be diseussed
further on.
2. The threefold division of light and the four-fold sul-
division of its third variety ave takeu from
Varieties of lustre.  Pruiastapddae’s seholium, while the origi-
nal Sitras themselves contain no trace of
them. Sankara Midra, the author of Upuskira gives an-
other tour-fold division of light, viz. 1 having both colour
and toach manifested, ag san-light ; 2 having colour mani-
fested but tonch unmanifested, as moon-light; 3 having both

colour and touch slightly unmanifested, as the lustre of the
eye; and 4 haviug colour slightly unmanifested, but touch

fully manifested, as a red-hot postsherd.* This division is of
course not compatible with the fivst, and proves that the
symmetrical classification adopted by Annambhatic was
regarded by S'wikar Misre as an innovation of the Scholiast
not reconcilable with the original Séatra. It may be remarked

*.- in passing that the organ of sight is located by Naiybyikas

at the top of the black ball, but modern science places it

still further back on the retina, the black eye-balls being
simply windows to let in external light. Another now ex-

ploded doctrine of the Nuiydyikas was that before an object
- could be perceived, the organ of sight went out of the eye,
reached the object and then returned back to its place car-
rying with it the impression of the object; while it is
now proved that the organ does not go out at all but
the rays of the sun {alling on the object carry its impression
to the retina of the eye.
3 Naiyiyikas have spent much argument to prove why
gold and other metals are classed
Gold is lights under light. The argnment by which the
luminosity (sraer ) of gold is established
is explained at length in T. D. Gold is light because it

can neither be earth, nor water, nor wind. Its being
any of the last five drawyas is of course out of ques- ’
tion. Gold is not earth because the finidity of melted

# V. 8. Up, Cale. Ed. p. 74
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gold is not destroyed even by application of extreme heat,
while the fluidity of earthy things such as clarified but-
ter is generally found to vanish at certain temperature
when there is no counteracting force. The fluidity
of gold remains intact even in the absence of any
counteracting force. Gold cannot therefore be of earthy
nature. It cannot be water because its fluidity 1is
occasional and not inherent; unor can it be wind as it has
colonr. Gold therefore is light, the heat and brilliancy
uatural to light being concealed by the obstruction of earthy
colour and touch. The argnment may be put in the follow-
ing syllogism :— por

0 AEER | AR SRgreRsAeamEd T ¥ wuagRea-
HAETATE | THT «o, TUT TAH |

The fallacy or rather a number of fallacies in this reason-
ing can be easily deteced. In the first place, the proposition
that the fluidity of every earthy substance must be destroyed
by extreme heat is an arbitrary assumption based on insuffi-
cient data, Modern science proves that the solidity and
fluidity are not detinite qualities belonging to particular
kind of substunces as the Nuiydyikas hold; but they are
simply states of matter dependent on temperature. Thirdly
the device of accounting for the non-appearance of any
quality by the supposition of a counteracting force is often,
as here, carried rather too tar. If obstruecting causes can
explain the disappearance of heat and brilliancy of light,
why can they not explain the non-destruction of the fluidity
of gold ¥ To remove this objection the words wi® wAA~IF
are introduced in the ¥garew, for we often see that when
there is an ohstructing cause, even earthy substances, such
ag ghee placed in water, do not loge their fluidity. But how
is it to be proved that there is no obstructing cause in the
case of gold also? The difficulty of econverting metals to
guseous state by the application of strongest possible heat
seemns to have struck the Indian thinkers early, but owing
to the infancy of experimental sciences they did not wait to
verity their conceptions of solidity and fluidity. They rather
preferved the easier way of solving the difficulty by relegat-
ing these apparent exceptions to a different category altoge-

)
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ther. The Nuiydyikas included the metals under i‘m’q to
‘which their peculiar lustre gave them affinity. The Afi-
mémsakas went further and reckoned the metals as a distinet
dravya.

Secr. XIIIL C it

Air has touch without colour. It is of two sorts eter nal and
non-eternal 5 efernal is atomic, non-eternal is product. Itis
again threefold, body, organ and mass; dody is in the aerial
world, orqan is the sense of touck, wpprekending touch and
spread over the whole body, mass is the cause of the shaking of
trees etc. :

Air circulating within the body (s Prana. Though one, it
uequires different names such as Prina, Apdna, efc. owing to
( different ) situations.

{. This section also is modelled on the three last preced-

ing. -Air is defined as colourless and pos-

Air. sessing touch. It is of two kinds eternal

and non-eternal, and again of three kinds,
body in the regions of wind, organ of sense in the shape of
the airy cuticle extending over the whole surface of our
body, and olject or mass in the form 01 the wind that blows
and shakes trees.

2. Another variety of air is however mentioned, called

‘ vital air or breath, which is nothing but
Breath. wind moving inside our body. There is a
difference of opinion as to how breath is

to be classed under wind. Prasestapdde and the ancient
school mention breath as a fourth kind of air and distinct
from the body, organ, and mass; while later works on Nydya
generally include it under mass. It is doubtful what view
Annambhatto takes, but from the unconnected manuer in
which he has tacked the definition of gyor to the section on
q7g: he seems to be undecided. While he divides srg into
three kinds only, and not into four as Prasastapida has
done, he does not expressly class gror tnder Fyg. In the
"Dipiki also he carefully avoids the point, although the srg-
ATor ¢ 7g wIorey gateawiw: 7’ would seem to show that he
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had to say something on the point. He gives however a
decided opinion as to the identity of the five breaths. Al-
though mrur is mentioned as one of the five breaths, it can
also be used as a generic name for all of
The five breaths.  them, as the remaining four are nothing
more than the same wor called by
different names, according to the different parts of body
it travels over and the different functions it perfoms.
There are not really five breaths but only one passing:
through five places and performing five functions, each at its
proper place. Prasastapdda simply says fFarigrigiaarEmg-
3 #wa, the first word sm@ including eq. Annambhatia has
improved upon him by employing the word gqrfg which sig-
nifies both fargy and wgre. The exact meaning of gand will
be discussed further on. The five breaths are differentiated by
their places in an old verse:—

I TTOY GESTIA FATAT AT s |
TETAL FUTIIOEAT SqTA: TR 0
Prina is situated in the breast, Apdna in the rectum,

Semdne in the navel, Uddna in the throat and Vydna over
the whole body.

The functions and names of the five arc explained thus:~
FEATABTRT (AGHHOTAATRION | RSTEIATH S A TATEAT: | ATET-
g TFETH T FEATATCHAT: | FET AYATZL | AIETERY &aq-
argara: « These five breaths also bear mythological
names:—

IFIR AT ATEATH: FH IS TR |
FTHC PeoUr [T TATAT {Fgwor |

T A T FTX FLAT AT 0

As the whole of this peculinrly Paurdnic physiology
has been imported into modern Nydya works it cannot be
totally ignored, but it is not necessary to dwell on it here
any further. It may be noted, however, as a good example
how Indian systematists often imported foreign materialinto
their systems, and reconciled it as far as possible with, their
fundamental doctrines.



116 Tarka-Sahgraha. [ sEor. X171

3. Air has been defined as devoid of colour, and possess-
ing touch ; the first epithet distinguishes it
Ts air visible, from the first three and the second epithet.
{from the last five dravyas. The touch in
the air is again neither hot nor cool, and therefore different
from the touch in light or water. Air thus occupies a
somewhat middle and ambiguous position between the visible
and the invisible dravyas ; and consequently a hot discussion
has been carried on between the ancient and the modern
schools of Naiydyikas as to whether air is perceptible or not.
The ancients held that air cannot be ‘perceived but cal only be
known by inference ; and Annambdhatta inclines to the same
view. The argument, says T. D., that air is perceptible like
a jar, as it possesses perceptible touch, is wrong, because
manifested colour is a necessary condition precedent to
perceptibility. A condition ( gquf¥t ) is defined aswrarsyrems
|R ATIRTSTOE:, that which is greater in extent than grer
( the thing to be proved ) but is not more extensive than
the grasr or ¥g (reason ). Ina good syllogism .the wrew
must always be greater than, or at least equal in extent to,
the ¥g, e. g. the mrey fire should always exist wherever
there is smoke, the 3g. When however the 3g is greafer in
extent than the wrew, there are necessarily found cases where
the 3g exists but the grey doesnot; and consequently an
argument based on that ¥g becomes fallacious. These cases
are due to an ggn®. Now let us put the above argument in
a syllogism, and the gyrf& will at once appear:—

TIG: WG
TETETETR ST ;
qY Y TR WR TAOSRONTRT: W F qAAa: 9 v |
qAGT FATAR |
ATHATHAT
Here ¥g is @varfi® because there is an gurfyy intervening

between the §g and the wrer. The gan®@ is ypymeTTes (the
.state of having manifested colour )and isof course greater in -

extent than the wreg and léss than the wrwer. The gariyyis greater
than the wrea becanse we can say g =g W FRRfFxTw=-
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qeyaed A <, all substances visible o externalsens-
es have manifested colour. The words zwr and afgftiFey ate used
inorder to make it clear that we are talking of sensuous percep-
tion of substances only, and thus to exclude zwegy and per-
. ceptible qualities like wq. We cannot however assert ax o=
wemETsTisge astgaewaed, wherever there is tangibility
there is manifested colour, because we know as a fact that
air though garsrermisra does not possess EEUIE The gerd
is therefore wryarsaTas. On account of its existence the
=qTI® or major premise becomes too extensive, and the whole
argnment is a fallacy. Separated from its technicalities, the
above reasoning amounts to this. According to the hypo-
thesis of the ancient Naiydyikas the term werarer hasa
narrower meaning and is exclusively applied to the eases of
oculur perception. Hence substances and qualities that are
apprehended hy other senses but -are not seen by the eve do
nat become objects of perception. In this restricted sense of
“gagar, namely, i.xculnr perception, it is evident that AR
must be a necessary coudition and rhat air which has no g
cannot be perceptible.

The modern Nuiydyikas who affirm the perceptibility of
air, deny this /n fofo, because they deny the very hypothesis
that afRdsgaerser is confined to ocular perception only.
Their view is explajued by 8. . as being TR Taagst qfy
TIPS e AR e e ey
Fvore, that is, everything is perceptible that possesses some
special quality having mgex bnt not @y, as for instance
manifésied calour or manifested touch, combined 1with
magnitude. On this hypothesis modern Naiydyikos regard
air as perceptible, as it is the object of wmrstw 25 opposed to
|TPTITe, but atomsare not, because they have no magnitude.
Annambhatin holds the ancient view and regards air as infer-
able only.
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4, The inference to prove the existence of #rg is stated at
length in T. . The not-hot-not-cold touch

tin?;”;g{;;ff” @5 which we feel on the blowing of the wind

must reside in some substance asit is a qua-
lity, because the sqni®, Y AT QM T F f%ﬁa-{mm;: is univer-
sally true. Now the touch cannot reside in earth, because
all earthy matter having manifested touch has also manifest-
ed colour which is not found here. The touch cannot also
reside in water or light, because it is neither hot nor cold.
It cannot reside in the four all-pervading substances, ether,
time, space and soul, for if it did, it ought to be found every-
where. Finally it cannot rest in mind, because mind being
atomic, any quality residing in it cannot be felt. So there
must be a ninth substance, different from these, where this
touch may reside, and that substance we call air.

It is not necessary to criticise the above reasoning, because
it 18 too evidently founded on a total ignorance of the nature
‘of atmosphere as determined by modern physical science.
The idea that our atmosphere is a mixture of different gases
and not one uniform g, and that it has several distinguish-
ing properties besides touch and other *special quali-
ties,” mever occurred to these Indian physicists. Roughly
speaking, gfuft, W& and avg of the Naiydyikas way be
identified with the three states of matter, solid, fluid and
gaseous, while &wq is a sort of materiul embodiment of the
energy of heat. The Hindu physicist most probably did not
know that heat and luminosity are the results of the same
kind of chemical action. Luminosity or WraTgEey was
classed as a variety of colour, while Srsog was a kind of touch.

5. As air is the last of the four tangible dracyas, which

are divided into eternal and non-eternal,

cri‘t’:&' world 48 h0 T, D. takes occasion to state the Nydya

theory of creation and destrnetion of mate-

ria] things. Motion is first produced in the atoms as a result

of God’s will. This motion produces conjunction of two

monads giving birth to a diad. Three diads or binary atoms

make one tertiary. From this lust is produced the quadrate,

‘and so0 on, until the great masses of earth, and water, and
light, and atmosphere are formed.
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6. The destruction of things takes place in the same
order, that is, when God wills to destroy

P"OCC:? of destruc-  effects, motion is produced dividing the
o monads, and thereby destroying the
binary. Thence follows the destruction of the tertiary, and
%0 on, until the mass of earth becomes extinet. This is the
process of creation and destruction which is unanimously
accepted by all Nalydyikas ; but there is a difference of opi-
nion between the ancient and the modern schools as to the
precise cause which immediately brings about the destruction
of things. The old traditionists (fagry) held that with one
exception the destruction of effects is immediately brought
about by the destruction of their causes, the exception being the
binaries which are destroyed, not by the destruction of then‘
causes, i. e. the monads which are indestructible, but by the
destruction of the wxion of the monads or primary atoms. In
other words, the binaries are destroyed by the dissolution,
and the subsequent products by the destruction, of the parts
composing them. The dissolution of parts no doubt occurs
in the latter cases also, but there it is itself theresult of the
destruction of parts. The moderns object to this multiplicity
of causes on the ground that it is simpler (graa) to assume
ouly one uniform cause in all cases, namely, the dissolutiou’

of the union binding the parts. than to suppose one cause for
the binaries and tmothu for otler effects. In their opinion,
therefore, there is only oue cause for the destruction of all
effects, namely the digsolution of the union which is the ww-
W1 F1or or non-intimate caunse of the product.

7. The difference between the two views is much more
radical than appears at first.  According to the former view,
the process of destructionalways proceeds from cause to effect,
i. e. the destruction of parts always precedes the destruction
of effect., When the monads are separated, the binarvies are
uecessarily destroyed, and the destruction of the latter as
necessarily involves the destruction of the tertiaries. In this
manuer the final product is destroyed thelast, justasitis the
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“last to be produced. Now this is diametrically opposed tothe
“view held by other schoolsof Indian philosophers, especially
" the Veddntins. Bidariyanain Brakma-sitra I, 3, 14 express-
‘ ly says that the process of destruction is just the opposite
of that of creation; that is, the final product is destroyed
first, then its parts, then their parts respectively, until we
arrive at the ultimate causes. In other words, destruction 1is
accomplished by the successive resolution of things into
their components. Thisis inaccordance with the rule warrant-
ed by our experience that analysis or division proceeds ina
contrary way to synthesis or composition,whilst the Naiydyita
theory lays down that the building and the pulling down
proceésea‘ are accomplished ‘exactly in the same way. This
means that as we build 2 honse from the foundation to
the top, we should pull it down inthe same order. This is
certainly an impossibility ; for, as Saikarbchirya in his com-
mentary on the above mentiened Brakmasatra justly points
out, if the destruction of effect follows that of parts, there
must be an interval when the pafts have vanished but the
effect remains. Where could the effect reside in this interval ¥
Not on the intermediate pavts which are already extinet, nor
on the ultimate atoms between which and the final effect
there is no direct connection. The existence of the effect in
absence of the parts is as abgurd as it wonld be. impossible
to take away the foundation of a houge without bringing
down the root. The theory of dastruction laid down by the
" ancient Nusydyikas is therefore opposed to reasou as well ag
- experience. But the view of the moderus is not so incon-
sistent with the natural order of things. Their theory that
destruction of effects is produced by the dissolation of the
union of parts is eqnally recoucilable with the old Nufydyitu
doctrine and the Vedantic doctrine, nceording us we conceive
the process of destruction to begin from the non-intimate cause
of garap® and end with that of the finul product, or vice versa. -
The old Naiydyika theory is positively opposed to the order
! of nature, while the modern is reconcilable with it.

- e+
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8. The Nuiyiyikes accept the old mythological idea of
two cosmic dissolutions, av wgtgeges (intermediate dis-
solution ) whon all tungible products only are destroyed, and
& WETg® (universsl dissolution) when all things, material
and immaterial, are werged in the primum mobile, that is,
the atoms. These periodical creations and destructions, says
T. D., are proved on theauthority of the Sruti toxt qrar TaT-
TTAEETTY, © the Croator made the creation us de¢fore, the
word ¢ before " imeiving that there was n previous creation
of which thé present one is a copy.

6. This is n eonveuiest place for an explanation of the
’ Valydyi ke grarersre or Indian atomic theo=
rv, as it is essentially copnected with the
evolntion and ultimate form of the first
four substances. The Nydya theory of erertion and destrues
tion as explained above presupposes the existence of atoms,
while the division of earth, water, light and air, into eternal
and non-etern:l is Yonuded on the same fact. T. D. thererore

properly asics and wnswers here the guestion what is the
ploot tor the cxistonee of these 1toms on wiich so T A
part of Nuiye and Vaiseshif doctrines seems to be based.
The argnment, hrielly pnt by T. D. may be expliined thus:
Every visible thing is cumpowd of parts, fora mmu in order
to be visible wn s have ¢ three dimensions, length, breadth and
thickness: aud thes: dimensions necessarily presuppose

The doctrine of
atoms.

smaller parts. A liue has length beeause it is a succession
of many poiuts, while a surface has length and hreadth be-
cause it is a series ol liucs placed side-ways. A mathemati-
cal point on the otber hand having no dimension can never
be perceived and ix veally speaking nothing but a notion.
Having established this universal and self-evident proposi-
“tion that every visible thing has parts (ux o3 YIS aF
T gTEEEe gur 9 ), we get the further axiom, also proved by
experience, that every object having parts is divisible into
any number of smaller parts. From these two axioms we
16 ‘
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come to the conclusion that by gradually dividing and sub-
dividing & thing howsoever large, we can arrive at particles
a8 minute as we please. But the same experience which
gives us the above two self-evident axioms puts a limit to
our power of division, and we find that beyond a certain
limit we cannot go on dividing a particle ad infinitum. In
modern times Chemistry has increased this power of divi-
sion largely but still it is not indefinite, and science is
forced to assume a limit on which it bases all its caleul-
ations. This limit is the gvamw of Nydye and the atom of
Huropean scientists, the smallest of the small, and the
ultimate constituent of all matter in universe. Human mind
cannot think without having some purely simple notions
which it combines into complex ideas, and these simple
notions must have their counter parts, such as the atoms, in
the external world. This is the genesis of the atomic theory,
and the Naiydyika argument to prove the existence of qrary
is essentially the same, although clothed in the phraseology
of their peculiar dogmas. The smallest visible particle is the
mote in the sunbeam which is called sgms, IWW, or gfi’
that is, a tertiary atom. This mote being visible must have
parts. Bach of these parts again, called gmrus is divisible
into smaller parts because it produces the large magnitude
in the sw¥w, just as the thread of a large piece of cloth is
itelf divisible. To explain this it must be noted here that
in Nydya theory the wgws, magnitude, is a distinct species of
dimension from smer, and cannot therefore be produced
from it. If ggws had no parts and were itself the ultimate
particle, its sger would have been incapable of producing
the wgesr of zqwes; while by assuming a further subdivision
of gu® into two atoms, we can account for the magnitude
of sstyres by saying that it is the number of atoms compos-
ing the binaries forming a sque, and not their stuar, that
gives rise to the latter’s magnitude. It is for this reason
that While two atoms make one binary molecule three
hinaries are thought necessary to moke up & textisry. The
number two only intensifies in the product the gfRwrer of



smoT, X1, | * Notes. 128

each part; and thus the compound of two binaries, which
are srar, would be sywax ¢. ¢. still more minute, and not gy
ag the sguy really is. Therefore the number of binaries
composing the saus is fixed at three to account for its mag-
nitude, while, no such reason existing in the case of gz,
the number of its parts ¢. ¢. the atoms, need not be more
than two. Hence the mnemonical couplet, sroadwirrd
TREH TITA T | T AR WRT qeATm: | Isaa i The atom
is the sixth part of the little mote which we see in the sun.
beam coming through the window.

10. The question then arises in what respect does the Y
of a binary differ from the gz of an atom. That the two
are different cannot be disputed, because atoms being parts
of binaries must be smaller, and also because their gfewmrer
has a distinet name gqrRuvesy which is never applied to
binaries. Now, according to the law that like produces like,
the srgar of a garws must be greater in degree than the qrR-
wroegew of a qeam, that is, a binary must be more minute
than the atom, which is absurd. To obviate this difficulty
a8 well as that about the wzws in =qurs, the Naiydyikas make
an exception of atoms and binaries to the usual rule that
the magnitude of the product is nothing but the magnitudes
of parts intensified so many times, They assert that the
magnitude of the product is produced by any one of the
three causes, viz. the magnitude, the number, or the parti~
cular arrangement of parts. Kandde, in the aphorism srur-
W,* by the =t in which according to commentators we
are to understand the two other causes FRUmTW and gog-
a3y, lays down this multiplicity of causes, and expressly
distingnishes squres from wg<y in the next aphorism, While
the sg=x of products from sy upwards is caused by Fror-
wewx as well as g=ry, eywey is caused by mgex or number of
parts only. But here comes the question why we should
stop at the sixth part of swar. There seems to have been a
difference of opinion as to why we must go even so far.

Some are for stopping at garmws and others at T Or SqwE

*V.8, VII, 1,9,
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even;™ but no one appears to go beyond the gramg, except
of conrse the Veddntins and the Sdntiyes who deny the
graTaaTs altogether. The necessity of stopping at this limit
is of course founded on the ngnal argument of reyressus ad
infinitum. 1i we have to stop somewhere it is better that we
should stop at the earliest limit availabie s for, as T. D. puts
it, if this gyerg also is o product of still gmaller parts, there
will be sya=esrr.  The saume argument is often put in another
way. Why is this jar distinet from or larger or smaller than
that piece of cloth or that jar? The answer is that the con-
stituent parts of this jar are different or more or less
numerous than those in the other. The parts of each are
again larger or smaller according as they contain more or
less sab-divisions. Reasoning in this way we find that a
mountain is far bigger than a mustard sced, because the
number of ultimate parts, that is the atems, is much larger
in the first than in the second. These ultimate particles
must be all indivisible and of equal magnitude, because so
long as there are degrees of size amongst them, there will
be a possibility of reducing the larger to the size of the
smaller, that is there will be further division. The indivisi-
bility of atoms necessarily implies that they are all of equal
size. 1t is nothing Dut their greator or smaller number
therefore that can make one thing, like the mountain Jeruy,
big, and anotlher thing, like a mustard sced, small. To cal-
culate these numbers we must have a common unit like
qeem@. I we however do not recognize gyarg and go on
oiding 4 dnfinitum, the number of purts in both things

. out the parts wiil vy in magnitude, and the

w0 cw.yoone s larger tuaa tue or will ever remain
vow o wod. Dous the parts Do bosi tue e and the mustard
wiud Loug 41wWavs the soue I number, wawely infinite,

thoro Is N0 .+ o0 Why the one tniug swould differ in size
from the otuer, and perfect equality ought to exist between
the two (WewyadegeaaTwy: ). 1 Lowever, we fix upon a

$ (L8 IV. 2,17 -
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unit like qearer, we can easily account for their different
magnitudes by the varying number of atoms in each. It can
be easily guessed from this that the statement made above
that the magnitude of a thing depends on the number (age)
or the size ( wg=s) or the peculiar arrangement ( g=a@&IT )’
of its parts was only provisional, the real cause in all cases
being the number of ultimate parts, while the latter two
causes were simply the variations of the first. This may
perhaps account for their omission in the original aphorism
of Kandde.*

11. A third but nota very convincing argument for proving
the necessity of atoms may be stated in Dr. Roer’s words—

¢« To say that the point where the end is obtained is not
eternal would be to admit the production of an effect from a
thing which is not in the connection of intimate relation.
Therefore this point is eternal. As the continual progress
from one great thing to another still greater finds its end
in the assumption of the sky and other infinite substances,
s0 there must also be ultimately a cessation ot the progress
from small to a smaller thing. Thus the necessity of atomsg
is proved.”’t

12. Such is the qrarergry which originally distinguished Vai-
seshika philosophy from others, and which

Atomic theory in U I T NI I . i
India and Groeve. Wasafterwardsimported into virious other
systems. It closely resembles the doctrine
of atoms which found acceptance with several Greck philo-
sophers. Leucippus considered the basis of all bodies to
congist of extremely fine particles, differing in form and
nature, which he supposed to be dispersed throughout space
and to which the followers of Bpicurus first gave the name
of uatoms. To these atoms he attributed o rectilinear motion,
in congeyuence of which suck as are hoaogencous ere
united, whilst the Hghter ones were dispersed thronchout
space. The universe was made of matter uousisuﬂg of
ultimate indivisible efoms which are indestructible and

< V.S. VI, L9.
1 Roer’s Trans. of B. P. Bib. Iud. p. 16 note.
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eternal. Empedocles and Anaxagoras did not exclude mind
and spirit from this atom-born universe, thus partially agree-
ing with Kandda who excludes spirit but includes mind and
intellect in matter. Leucippus and Democritus excluded
both. Epicurus added nothing to the doctrine. The gewry-
arz of Kundde also materially agrees with the modern
atomic theory of Dalton on which the whole science of
chemistry may be said to be founded. The conception of
atoms, simple as it seems when once comprehended, is one
of the most subtle and shows a considerable advance of
philosophical thought. The doctrine has been sharply
criticized by S'ankardichirya and other Vedantic writers,
and their criticisms have greatly tended to diminish its
popularity; but the credit of originality is none the less due
to the philosopher who first discovered it.

Sper. X1V, susmE.

Ahdsa or ether is that which has sound for its (special )
quality. It is one, all-pervading and eternal.

1. This definition of ether differs from the preceding four
in that the word sur is inserted in it, when

Akdsa or ether.  the author might have as well said gr=zag
Or FEEWHATIY SATETRE.  What is then the

propriety of the word gor? V. V. and S. C. explain it as
intended to controvert the doctrine of Bhdtta Mimdbmsakas
that sound is a substance and not a quality ; but the explana~
tion is rather far-fetched. That of N. B. and Nilakentha
is better, namely that the word gruy is used for FESryayer and
implies that sound is the special quality of ether and ether
alone, as distinguished from all other substances. Colour
and other qualities are found in several substances, and even
odour, the special quality of earth, is often associated with
water and air; but sound is always confined to ether.
Hence the author defined carth as simply sreqaeft while
he defines ether as zregmum. As to the Mimdmss
doctrine that sound is substance, it is already denied
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by the mention of m=r among the gumas. Akdia is also
defined as SRR AT A3 T ATATI A E O A RTTTTAHLTE,” 2. €.
ether is the seat of that particularity ( @%ry) which coexists
with a special quality (sound) thatis created but not produced
from conjunction. Ether being eternal and all-pervading
has a fasry of its own, but this &Sy is distinguished from
that of soul, as it is accompanied by a created special quality
i. e. sound, and hence the qualification wwafaSrwzor etc.
But then the particularities in atoms are also accompanied
by created qualities and hence they have to be exclud-
ed by the further epithet gatsrrstew, the special quali-
ties in atoms such as gqresew being often wfErETRIST-
This elaborate definition therefore ultimately amounts
to the same as zrgmoer. Fther is the best available
though not quite accurate English equivalent for Akbsa
because it resembles the latter in being an all-pervading and
imponderable substance. Ether however carries light and
heat only, and not sound, which function is assigned by mod.
ern science to the atmosphere. Ither therefore resembles
Akise in all respects, except its special quality of producing
sound. Both ether and AZ4ia are substances proved by in-
ference, that is, their existence is presumed in order to account
for certain natural phenomena, such as the diffusion of
light and sound which are otherwise inexplicable.

2. Kanddat concludes sound to be the sign (fgg) of Akdsa
by process of exhaustion, because no other
Why sound is the  qpstance is capable of having sound asits
attribute of Akdsa. . . .
quality. The question in what respects
Aktéa differs from Dik will be discussed under Dik. The
fact seems to be that the names of the five elementsincluding
Aktéa came down to the Nasydyikasfrom avery ancient source,
and that they had no choice but torecognize them if they want-
ed to preserve their orthodoxy. They only assigned to each such
place and functions as harmonized with their own physical
theory of the universe.Ourauthor mentions three characteris-
tics of AkdSa, that it isone, all-pervading, and eternal. The

* Sarv. D. S. Calo éd. p. 104.
+V.S.15, 1, 27.
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epithet one implies that the mention of numerous Akddas
such ag grrgrst and waTETsT i common parlance is due to
Fam® and caunot be real. Being one and emitting sound
everywhere. ether is necessarily all—pelvaqu; and bemg all-
pervading it muast be eternal also. Being fag Ardsa is ey~
e, imperceptible, and therefore known ouly by inference.
The syllogism may be put thus: =wreg: gfﬁ—q-mg:--qn’ﬁﬁ;g
FEATIHA: | ASTFTATISAA |l wmrvwm'ara U a9y,
TAT TIA-

T. D. defiues fagss, all-pervasion, as gygdz=aaqiian,
contact with all corporeal objects. Corpo-
Vibhutoa reality (mder) again is defined as qiRfgws-
gframoaeas, the quality of having definite
dimensions. gger is defined by N. B. as fraraggsaeaw. Cor-
poreal substances are thus either those that have definite
dimengions or that have motion. The second detinition prac-
tically amounts to the same a3 the first, because action or
motion implies movement of either the parts or the whole
from one place to another. and that is not possible unless
the substance is limited in space. The corporeal substances.
are five: earth, water, light, air, and mind. They and their
common properties are enumerated as follows:—

Terfase @ Hsve o+ AW OF T
QYT R CEATATISAT A4 0§

These Lowever do not constitnte a separate class, asthey
come nnder Uduyana’s exception, cross-division.t The class
of five wa draryas crosses with that of five wg draryas, the
first four being comnon to both, but wasy of the one class being
replaced by ererar in the other. The distinction between uf

- and ¥x is simple. wg draryas are coporeal substances that
f are limited in space and have definite dimensions; while the
- | dravyas are not necessarily so. They are simply element-
- alsubstances which singly or by combination among themselv-
- es become the material causes ofall the products inthe world.

* B. P. 24,
T Vide note supra. p, 92,
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way though atomic does not produce anything else and is
not therefore wa, while errgray tuongh ail-pervadiang pro-
duces sound. The other fowr substinces we o course both
we and &, ¥Far is opposed to Agry (all-pervasion ), waem
to wrgTiEaer or efEmTfeer (Invaribility ). Sonlis only a
substratum of knowledy: and not being its material cause
cannot be eitner g or &f.
Sect. XV. w12,
Time-is the (special and instrumenial’) cause of the use of
(words ) pust ete. It is one and all-pervading.
Lo Annambhatie’s de inition of time is very simple and is
best for all practical purposes, aithough it
Time. Inbours under tie finlt o being wmarely a
verial ons. Thisand tue sucuzeding de-
finitions based on sygere are cenveaisst 4 iuticns of the
things and ure sutficient for their ideutidcation, but they do
not convey the iull counotation of thaterms. syqg ls dedined
by V. V. as qreggdrres: (. ¢ statements such as past time
and future time. The word ¥g here, us well as in the fol-
lowing definitions whe e it is applied to YR, 18 1o be
understood in the restricted sense of FRTITTO( S (T FETET,
special and instramentul cause. Time is thﬁe iustrumental
cause of =gxary, as distinguished rfrom  Aédss which is
its materinl cuuse. sgazw of course is nothiug more than
words or souud. Similirly time is the specini cause of
=TraeEre alone, as distinguished on the one hand from all
other wifects of which time is only the geseral cause
( wrgreorwEwer ), and on the other, irom space aad other
things which are ennmerated as wraTqrETeen® along with
time, and which are thersfore the general causes of all
effects includiag sgggre.  Thus the word %8, Wien taken in
the above restricted sense, irees the definition of time irom
three faults, viz. an sfgsan® onether, a second HIE=TE on
space and othwr general canses, and an nubecess 1y restric-
tion (w=arie ) fu calling time the cause of one thing only
when it is really the cause of all efects. The dedinition in
the text, being based on common usage of certain words,
teaches us nothing new about the thing itself. The utmost

17
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that it tells us is that time is some unknown eutity which
is necessary to explain why we call certain occurrances as
past, others as present and others as future. The fact of
there being a common usage of those terms is proved by
our daily experience, and the Nuiydyike, finding no better
way of explaining it, assumes an independent substance,
which is its source but about the real character of which he
is as much in the dark as those who deny the substance
altogether.

2. Another and apparently more accurate definition of

time is that given by Visvandthe :—
HATAT TAE: FIS( TACATAIT 7 |
qeraRrERiEgs sTomE: wrgarieas 1

This is compressed into TIITEIRFT-TRIGATTTTT-THITT-
qETETIO §5F e | that is, time is the substance which is
the (instrumental) cause of our cognitions of priority or post-
eriority, simultaneity or otherwise, slowness or quickness.t
The only material difference between this and Annamdiaiia’s
definition is that the latter’s =gggrx (common nsage) is
substituted by wersr ( cognition ). According to Annambhatio
time is the cause of sgazry, that is a certain kind of speech
or language; while according to Visvandthe and others it
is the cause of certain kind of cognitions or mental notions.
Now as language and thought are identical, or rather as
langunage is but the outward expression of thoughts, both
definitions practically amount to the same thing. There
can be no outward expression unless there are mental
notions previously, while according to many no thinking is
possible without the aid of language. Anything therefore
which is an essential element of the one must be so of the
other also. Annambhatio stops short at language and is
therefore safe; Viswvandtha, in going a step further to
thought, treads on debatable ground; for one may, while
accepting the instrumentality of time to syggrras a broad and
indubitable fact, deny that an independent entity like time is

* B, P. 44-5.
+ Ssakars Mi¢ra on V. 8. VII, 1, 25.
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the cause of our particular cognitions. For anght we know,
the cognitions may be due to other causes, and when produced
they constitute a separate class the common property of which
we denote by the word time. It is therefore obvious that Aznam-~
bhatta was wise in purposely making his definition simple
and somewhat vague.

3. The question what is time essentially, apart from its
being the cause of any =wgzTe Or Y, remains to be answered;
and it has remained unanswered till now in spite of the
various speculations of Indian and European philosophers.
Among the Indians, Sdnkiyas denied the existence of an
independent entity like time, including it under d4dsa, while
some modern Naiydyikas identify time and space with God.
Time being an incorporeal and imperceptible substance is
only inferrible. The argument may be stated thus: qreraea
FRAIAERUS | AraErargeaq. 1t must be remembered
that time being drrey is the srgmatRreror of the qualities.
geer and wyqeex, which have the substances in which they!
reside for their material causes. The wgpr with which time
is here identified is the contact of TfRfEsar or gewaiveas (mo-
tions of the sun) with material objects like ga. These mo-
tions of the sun constitute the Upddhis that mark the
divisions of time such as moments. days and months.

4. Time is regarded as one, all-pervading and eternal entity
o like Akida, its particular divisions like
g’,‘{”;;gjfﬁgl and  thoue of Akdba, being due to U pdd/u
aud therefore unreal. Here Annamdhatia

probably means to deuy the doctrine of a section of Naiydyitas
who assign veality to moments only, aud regard time in
general as merely a collection of such moments. It is clear
from the above that the Nacydyikas did not apply the test
of a searching analysis to the conceptionof time, justas
Kant for instance has done in medern times. In his Critigue
of Pure Reuson, Kant arrives at the conclusion that the
conception of time as well as those of space and causality
are ultimate facts lying at the basis of all experience and
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are derived from intaition only. Ve cannot account for it by
any thaory founded ou experience, necause experience itself
is possibie only when we have first the idea of time. It
geems tue Nuiy ryilaes had a thint notion of this fact, which
they roughly exyressed by siying that time is the cause of
speech ( zwmgre ) or tLonght (¥F).

v Suer. XVI &%

Spnce is the (specinl and insirumental ) cause of the
employment of words Eust, etc. It is one, all-pervading and
eternal.

1. The definition of space in the text is modelled
on that of time. Visvewitha gives
Space. a more comprehensive and accurate
definition, gyrfFamrizdRg: the cause of
(our) notions "of far and near. * Another definition
of space given in Serv. D. S. is more technical, smrad
Qe frire o el © ‘space i3 that which nof being time is
extens;ve und is devoid of any special quality’. Space, like
time, is one all-pervading and eternal, while its varieties
which are counted four or ten or any larger number, are due
to Cpddhi. The conception of space very nearly corresponds
to that of time, althongh the two things can be sufficiently
distingnished to make them separate entities. The remarks
as to time in the preceding notes apply mutatis mutandis to
space also. The difference between time and space is slight
but clear. Time i3 the caunse of mifFETws, space of FFrEaTa.
The sarfd which diversifies time is production, orin fact. any
kind of netion, while the zar® in the case of space is contact
with corporeal objects, weraTS FEATATS a7 FHANE: | TAAT
frgara: (8. C.). This means that the divisions of time are
‘determined by production wnd destruction of things, while
‘those of space by the greiter or smaller number of visible
"objects that intervene between two spots.
9. Another distinction between time and space is s+—
fratmegmEs: wTE: | sy ATaet w1

° B, P. 46.

+ Sarv. D. 8 Cale. ed. p. 104.

T V. $. Up. Cale. ed. p. 115.




SECT. XVI. ] Notes. 133

The relations of time are constant, for when a moment
of time is said to be present or future with reference to any
object or event, it is always so; while the relations of space
are often varying, that is, the spot of ground, which may be
eastward of one thing at one time, might be westward of
the same thing at another or of a different thing at the
same time. This means that the divisions of time are fixed
and settled, while those of space are relative only. This
is not however quite correct, for the relations of time are
in fact as varying as those of space. The same object or
event which is past in reference to one moment may be
future or present with reference to auother. The only
positive assertion that we can make about the two concep-
tions is that they are complementary to each other and
cannot vary at the same moment; that is, we can speak of
different times only with vefereunce to a particular spot, and
of different spaces with refercnce to a specific moment of
time. ILike time, space is inierrible only, the inference
being expressed in the form : BRTEATIE TERINTTHEROTE |
WEETTETEIAT-

3. It may be asked in what respect does Dik differ from

. Akdta and why the two are separately

4kada and Dik.  recognized. Of course as treated in the

Nydya system the difference between the
two is too patent. Aédia is a wmzsy, Dik nots Akisa is the
material cause of sound and has a special quality; DiZ does
not produce sound and has no special quality; /%% resembles
time in being the general cause of all effects, while zi\/wléa, »
like earth aud other material bubattnceb, produces one kind
of effect only, namely, sound. Aktia belongs to the region
of matter, [t to the province of mind; Akdia has an -
objective existence, Ik is known by subjective experience
only. In this way the two can be easily differentiated, but
the question goes deeper. The objector will admit that
ether and space, as conceived by the Nuiydyilus may be
different entities, but he may still ask, why they are con-
ceived so different at all. In what respect do they differ
essentially; and if one is dropped, cannot its functions
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be assigned to the other? It is not easy to answer the
question in this form, because the conceptions of ether and
space are extremely vague and general. It appears however
that the Naiydyikas recognized the two entities, because
they could not reconcile the notion of a material cause of

sound with that of a general cause of all effects. A thing
which produces a positive material quality like sound must
be material; but then it cannot Dbe the instrumental cause
of mere relations like gyeg and syqyay, which constal}tly vary
and have, so to say, only a mental existence. Besides it is
possible that Akisa had already taken its place in the
popular mind as one of the five elements before the time of
Naiydyikas, and they had therefore no choice but to incor-
porate it into their system, while they invented a new sub-
stance called Dil to account for ideas and notions, that
could not be attributed to A4dé as it was then conceived.
‘Whatever may be the case, the distinction between the two
as defined in the Nydye system is perfectly clear.

B

Seor. XVII, wrear.

The Soul is the Substratum of Knowlege. Ieis two—fold,
Human and Supreme. Of these the Supreme Soul is the All-
powerful, Omniscient God, decoid of pleasure and pain. The
Human Soul is different in euch body and is all-pervading and
eternal. :

1. The eighth substance is Soul, which is defined as ¢ the

substratum of knowledge.” The word en@-

Soul. ot here implies that the knowledge re-

sides in the soul by intimate relation
(=wwarw); otherwise the definition might overlap time and
space, which are the receptacles of all things ( gafyr) by
Fr@w and Ff¥re relations respectively. This soul is of two
kinds, Supreme and Human, of whom (gsr) the Supreme

Soul, namely God, is One and Omniscignt, while the human
Boul is all-pervading, eternal, and different in each body. The
goul being =rgd is inferrible only, the argument being that
the existence of organs of sense and their appropriate
objects implies a distinet knower who can use them.
FUTYR: TFGH: | RIS | BIREIET Trear@=ama-
wa ! The activity of organs must have an agent to ac-
connt for it, for every instrument requires an agent to handle
it, as for instance, an axe in cutting. Kandda’s aphorism
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likewise runs gregmriafrgRcEaTHaTsatrater #g:° The
followers of Gotama however confine this inference to the

Supreme Soul only, holding the human soul to be capable of
being perceived. Another argument to prove the existence
of soul is FEATFT: FATATFATRITELATIEEAL | TTAATIR-
AT TR U | TorF ard, a9r wariy ' The soul has
to be inferred because a substratum is wanted for the quali-
ties g @ §:@ Z=2T 87 wwew ww and syyR, which cannot
reside in any one of the eight inanimate substances,
earth etc.

2. Assouls are iunumerable it may be said that they
constitute a class and have a common property srreme,
residing in all of them. =qremr therefore way be defined as
ATEHAFTARTIATT T 0 smARATaEsTasTf.  According to
the latter definition, soul is a species of substance having a
cummon property that is intimately connected with an
incorporeal thing. As there are four incorporeal substances,
ether, time, space and soul, of which the first three being
single do not form a cluss. =remex will be the only sub-cluss
of g=aar that is intimately connected with an incorporeal
thing. To this definition however some might object on the
ground that as Supreme and human souls are dissimilar
in every respect, they cannot be huddled together in one
class, and there cannot thercfore he any common TR as
sqremeT; ab least such a smra will not reside in gsaq. The
answer Lo this objection is that possession of kuowledge
is a property common to both kinds of souls, whatever
be their other differences, and it is sufficient to make eqemey
a Frfg covering huth the Supreme and the human souls.
This is implied in such general Vaidic texts as syremy
Frst geeg:. § The argument is characteristic and very impor-
tant too. It is characteristic because it shows how a single
common property often sutfices the Naiydyikas to form
a class notwithstanding that the individuals might dis-
agree in all other respects. The argument also explaing the

e V.8 I, 1 2.

1‘ TA K. P‘ i

I Sarv. D. 8. Csle. ed. p. 104.
§S M. Cale, ed. p. 37.
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anomaly of including such too quite distinct and dissimilar
things as Supreme and human souls nnder onc category. No
two conceptions can be more opposed to each other than
those of God and the human soul. One is Omniscient and
One, the other is ignorant and numerous. Oue is the Creator
and Master of the universe, the other is the slave and the
plaything of fate. One is entirely free from pleasure and pain,
the other is subject to all transient pissions. Almost every
attribute, that can be predicated of one is necessarily denied
of the other. And yet the Naiydyikas have grouped both of
them together, because they have the single common
characteristic of possession of knowledge. This knowledge
again is different in both, being eternal in the Supreme, and
evanescent in the humau souls, but that does not necessarily
make the two souls totally dissimilar. This seems to be
the reason why Awmnambhatte has given mrarfiavorg as a
general definition of syremr in preference to others that are
debatable. The word Stawx ( life ) also seems to be purposely
avoided in defining sfremy, because in the wider sense of the
term even plants have fgey, but they fall under Gwa as
they have no sqreAt according to a section of the Naiydyikas.
Faeg can be identified with srremr in its narrower sense only,
namely, conscious life.

3. The method of grouping God and man together as sub-
divisons of one category as well as the
argument with which it isdefended appear
somewhat arbitrary and have led some
writers to suspect that the symr in the original aphorisms
of Kandda meant srarear only, and the inclusion of God or
qearear under the same category was due to commentatorial
ingenuity. It is said that all the descriptions and arguments
to prove the existence of soul evidently apply to sfraremr,
while there is no clear and specific mention of God
in the aphorisms of either Kandda or Gotama.* Some
have argued from this circumstance that both the Nydye
and the Vaiseshika systems were at first atheistic.

Are the Vais'eshi-
kas atheists.

“ Bannerjoa's Dialogues on Hindu Philosophy p. 147 ef. seg.
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Without however going so far we might assume that the
guess is not very wide of the mark and that Kapdde and
Gotama might have at tirst purposely excluded God from
their systems, not as being totally non-existent, but as
being beyond and above the phenomenal world with which
their systems were chiefly concerned. Possibly the aphor-
ists confined themselves to a clussification and discussion
of sublunary things only without minding the supernitural
agency, while commeuatators considering this as a defect,
supplied the omission by inserting God under the only
category where 1t was possible to do so. Thus for instance,
while Prasosiapdde says nothing about God, his commen-
tator Sridhare classes God along with the tuman soul,
although the former has six and the litter fourteea qual-
ities.* Whatever bLe the truth, the .Vaiyiyilcs do not
attach much importance to the inclusion of God under
wren and always speak of him as an independent eutity
whenever occasion vequires. When they speiis ol soul,
they generally mean Sfrrsar onlyl This iz ausother 1lus-
tration how a love of symmetry and completeuess which
characterises Indian systemutists often overrides their
philosophical accuracy. The student should also note the
fact thiat soul is here mentioned as ome of the substances,
along with earth, water cfc. Nothing can show better the
materialistic tendency of Nydya philosophy than this in-
clusiou of gpirit under the same category as dead matter.

4. The T. D. supplies a deficiency in the text as it were
by stating in full the celebrated Naiydyila

Existence of God.  grgument to prove the existence of God.
The argument is a reply to an atheist,

like Chdredla or Bauddhia, who absolutely deniss the ex-
istence of God beeause theve is 1o positive prooi of it. God,
say the atheists, cannot De perceived, becase, Leing o
colourless substance, He is not the object ofexterind sunses;
nor can He be perceived meuntally, as He is iwr removed
from pain and pleasure felt by the soul. God cunnot
also be inferred as no similar instance can be given to

¢ P. B. Ben. ed, p. 10.
18
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support the inference. As to swmw or festimouy it is
useless, first Dbecause it is not universally accepted as a
valid proof, and secondly because the Vedss themsel:ves
depend for their authority on God and cannot therefore
prove His existence. Our author denies this and declares
the existence of God provable by inference based on
the universally accepted principle of causality. The
argument is
RrerpEd Tl | FTHEATE | TIET qEFaa=T T 725 |
Kvery effect must have an agent;
The universe is an effect ;

.. It must have an agent.

This agent is called God. It should be noted that this
argument is founded on several assumptions; wiz. 1 that
the relation of causality is universal, i. e. every effect must
have a cause; 2 that every product mnst have a sentient
and intelligent producer; 3 that this world is such a produect;
and 4 that its producer must be such an extraordinary

- Being as God. The fivst, says the Nuiydyike, is a self-

s

evident uxiom, known to us intuitively as it were, and cor-
roborated by experience. The second is proved by daily
observation, because we see that a jar is made by a potter
and a piece of cloth is woven by a weaver, without whom
they could not have heen produced. Creation results from
some kind of motion in the atoms, and motion requires
previous effort or volition. This last being the (uality of
sentient soul only, it follows that no creation is possible
unless there is a sentient being pre-existing to set the parti-
cles of matter in motion. The third assumption, that this
world is a product is also based on observation. Plants and
animals are products because we see their birth, growth and
death. These occurrances cannot be spontaneous, and
there must be some hidden agency to prompt them. Be-
sides they happen with such a remarkable regularity that
one is forced to think that the agency directing them must
be an intelligent one, and not simply Adriskia, fate or
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destiny, which is assumed to be a universal cause of all
creation. The last premise necessarily fullows from the
preceding ones, hecause a Creator of this wultithrions
universe must be Omniseient and Omuipotent, and in fact
must possess all attributes usually ascribed to Cod; other-
wise he will be either incapable of creating or be himself
liable to creation and destruction. This reasoning is of
course powerless against an opponent who denies any one

of the above premises or the validity of the common ex-
perience on whick they are founded.

5. T. D. detines wder a8 FUTETAM TGN TRHTATE (T BAHAR
i.e. the agent isone who possesses (three things)an intimate
cognizance of the material cause, a will to act, and an effort.
The three attributes sra,z=gr and HfF are closely related to one
another as cause and effect. There cannot be an effort (F=@&)
unless there isa will, and a will to produce can only arise
when there is previously direct cognition of the material
cause on which the will is to operate. eyqfarzrer is required
heecanse mere knowledge of an absent (g3yar) material ciuse,
sach as carth in a pit or cotton on the rree. will not snffice.
The material must be at hand and under the agent’s controlat
the time of creation. It iy suggested by some.and with
great plausibility, that the definition of gga may be con-
fined to sfawes simply, a8 @& being the final stage neees-
sarily presupposes the other two sra and z=gr. It follows
that the Creator of the universe must have direct knowledge
of the atoms of all substances, must have a will to create,
and also power to bring about such a creation. He must
therefore be Omniscient and Omuipotent.

6. The weakuess of the argnmeunt to prove u Creutor
ligs in the third nnd the fourth of the aforestid four assum-
ptions which are not acecepted Dby wany. How do we
know for instauce that this nniverse is u product ¥ Indi-
vidual things in the world wmay be products in onr common
acceptation of the term, Iut that does not necessarily
prove that the whole is a product too. The whole does
not always share the nature of the parts, as for instance
in » windmill although each particle moves, the whole is
stationary. Necondlv. our human experience being limited
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we cannot positively say that everything in this world is
a product and that there is nothing which is not produced.
Thivdly, Naiydyikas themselves accept several eternal things
such as atowns, ether, time, space, souls and minds. If these
are eternal, they cannot be products and can have no
Creator. If they are excepted, the Creator of the remainder
cannot be omniscient and omnipotent. Anyhow the Nydya
thicory of God iz inconsistent with their other doctrines.
Fourtlily, since every intelligent agent must have a will,
God also must have desire and the consequent feelings of
pleasure and pain.  He cannot therefore be much better
than frail mortals. TLastly, to call this world a product or
effect is hegging the whole question; for cause and effect
being merely correlative terms, a thing cannot be called effect
unless and until its cause is proved. The universe therefore
cannot be called a prodnct unless you first independently
prove the existence of its Creator. Such are some of the
ohjections advanced by the Veddntins and other monistic
philosophers against the teleological argument of the
Naiydyilos. The controversy as to an independent Creator of
the Universe nltimately resolves itself into the distinction
between dutlism and mouism.

7. The student will do well to master the'full armoury
of Nydya arguments by whicl: the existence of a personal God
outside the universe is proved. These arguments or proofs
are summed up by Udayandckdrya in the following verse:—

FIATI AL TET TTa g |
ATHUTE, WTTITARINIT §Ieay fsaf@esgys 1™

“ From effects, combination, support ete., from traditional
arts, from authoritativeness, from S'ruti, from sentences
thereof, and from particular numbers—an everlasting Omnis-
cient Being is to be established.”$

The first of tlese eight or nine arguments to prove the
existence of God is the same as the one discussed above,
viz. that a Creator is necessary to account for this pheno-
menal world. The second =rpaitsry or * combination ’ is ex-
plained as tle action which produced the anion of 1 R?Q_@_t_gms

* Kus, V. 1. tIbid. Cowell’s Trans, Bib. M. p. 64,
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and which being action, ‘required an intelligent actor. The
third proof, ¢ support’ means that the world depends upon
some being who prevents it from falling. The ete. (zm®) in-
cludes destruction of the world and presupposes a destroyer.
Pada here means yarfdwewrzrasaasTy, that is, traditional arts
of weaving cloth ete. which could have been invented at .~
first only by some intelligent being. ¢ Authoritativeness ’ is
a certain virtue inherent in the Vedas whereby they produce
right knowledge in us, and therefore implying a Being who
imparted that virtue. The proof of Sruti establishes a
Being who made the Vedas what they are. Againthe Vedas

consisting of sentences must have been produced by some " -

auathor just as Makdbliraie and other books. The last

proof, ¢ number, ’ requires a little explanation. It is held
that the magnitude of & binary iz produced not from the
infinitisimality ( qriRatezess ) of atoms but {rom the number
(two ) of the atoms composing the binary;* and it is also a
Vydya doctrine that the couceptions of duality and sub-

sequent numbers are produced in things by an effort of the
mind. The duality therefore which produced binaries at the
beginning of creation must have been first conceived by
some intelligent being existing Leiore creation. Number is
thus a proof of the existence of God. Udayandchérye also
establishes God’s existence in another way, namely, first
by proving Adriskie or destiny, and then arguing that the
inanimate destiny must Lave some intelligent Being to
regulate it.t Mauy of these arguments of Nydya writers are
identical with those giveu by Aristotle and widely used in
modern times by Paley and the Christian divines. The idea
of God or a Supreme and Omniscient Creator of the world,
which was at first rather {uint in the Satras, came to occupy
an important place in the .Vydye system as developed in

later times. ‘ ‘

8. Nydyue writers, while unanimous on the point of God’s
existence, do not agree asto his attributes.
God’s attributes.  Some hold that God can make creation
although He has no body owing to absence
of any Adrishta in his case; others say that God may be

# See note p. 123 Supra; and P. B. Ben. ed. p. 181, 1 Kus, I, 4.
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sometimes endowed with a body ( as in the various incarna-
tions ) by our Adrishta, mst as a  woman gets a body
according to the Adpishie of her husband. A third school
calls the atoms the body ol God ; and a fourth assigns
that hounour to ether. A fifth section conceives God to be
formed of two Dbodies, the Creator and the thing to be
created, at the beginning of creation ; while a sixth one
reaches the climax by giving a body to (iod in the same way
as o devil gets one for itself by possessing some human
medmm. All these speculations are due to attempts to
overcome the difficnlty how a Creator could create without
having a physical body as well as organs of sense and action.
The Nydya eunumerates eight special qualities of God,
y namely, nomber, ( the greatest ) dimension, severalty, dis-
! junction, intellect, desire and effort. The Supreme Soul
differs from the human in not having pain, merit and deme-
rit ; but there is a controversyas to whether He has pleasure.
The modern Naiydyikas hold on the authority of texts,
such a8 e fAsTaaTaes =8, that God enjoys eternal happi-
ness just as He has eternal knowledge, while the ancients
interprete the word syrae as meaning Slmplv a’ grary, and
deny any positive pleasure or pain to God. Amzamb/mtm as
usual appears to prefer the ancient view; and hence probably
the epithet gwgimmEe®a which is found interpolated in
some Mss. of T.S.
9. Having proved the existence of God, T. D. definesthe
human soul as gwrarsrg: thereby exclud-
Human Soul. ing God who is devoid of pleasure or pain.
&g is also described varionsly as zRegr-
fRETaT, Or FPYHTAEIT oF seaFTaard, a1l which epithets are
merely contradictories of the attributes of God. The human
" soul can be easily proved to be distinct from body or organg,
and also to be numerous, eternal and all-pervading. The
Chdredkos say that our bhody itself is the soal, because our
self-conscionsness * I am a man ’ ‘I am a Brfthman. relates
to the body 3 but it is not so, because the self remaing the
same although the body changes as it grows from infancy

to old age. Besides we have the opposite consciousness ¢ my
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body, * ¢ my head’ etc. and we feel no diminotion of self
even if parts of body such as arms or legs be cut off. Others
maintain that the soul is identical with organs of sense as
is proved by our consciousness ¢ I am blind 7 < I am deaf’;
but this is also not true, for the deprivation of any one or
all the organs does not injure the soul. Again if the organs
are soul, there would be as many different souls in a body
as there are organs of sense, and besides, says T. D., we
shall not have, as we havenow, theidentity of consciousness
that the same person. /. ¢. I, who saw the jar at a former
time. tonch it now. Nor is mind the sonl, ag mind being
atomic would be incapable of simultaneously apprehending
many objects. The soul is therefore something different from
all these. The human souls are conceived to le numerous,
and not one &s the Vedantins hold, in order to account for
the variety of expericnces of pleasure, pain ete. in difterent
bodies. The same soul however passes through several
bodies; otherwise we cannot form certain impressions and
habits ( such as the sucking of a new-born child ) that seem
to come to us intuitively as it were, and are veally derived
from our expericnce in previous births. Plurality of souls
is thus reconciled with the doctrine of transmigration. It
follows from this that the human soul is eternal, for
otherwise he cannot pass through several births without
losing his identity. He must also be all-pervading, for he
can neither be atomic nor of any intermediate magnitude. If
atomic he can occupy only & minute spot in the hody and
thus cannot simultaneously feel pleasure or pain at distant
parts of the body. If the soul has an intermediate magnitude
he will be liable to destruction by the culargement or
diminution of that magnitude. . .\gain, how is this middling
magnitude to be determined ? It will be either the same
size as the body, as the Jainas hold, or it will be different,
being larger or smaller. In the latter case the sonl would
be too large or too small to exactly occupy the body as he
should. In the former case the difficulty arises as to how a
soul which was small in the small body of a child could

increase when the child grows to manhood; and similarly
how the same soul which in one birth wus of the gize of an
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elephant could in another birth be accommodated in the
body of an ant. If it is said that the size varies, then it is
not the sume soul, and there will be different souls not only
in different births but even at different stages of life. Hence
the soul must necessarily be regarded as all-pervading.
To this last supposition an objection may be made that
euch all-pervading soul would occupy all bodies and thus
the experiences of all beings would be cognized by every
individual. The answer to this objection is that the
soul though all-pervading cognises nothing by himself,
but by contact with a mind which is separate and confined
to each body.
6. There is one point with respect to sfrg which being
controversial seems to have been purpose-
How do we know 1y omitted by T. D., namely whether sfx
soul. . . . . .
is perceived or is only to be inferred like
ether and other incorporeal substances. The followers of
Gotame hold that sfrg is perceptible by the ‘mind because
it is the object of such mental cognitions as ¢ I am happy ’
or I am unhappy.’ The Vaiseshikos maintain that sy
is not perceptible even mentally, hecause the cognition ¢I
am happy’ refers not to the pure Ego, but to the quality of
pleasure or pain which thus becomes the sign of the exist-
ence of sfyx. A still greater objection to the perceptibility
of soul is that he being the perceiver of everything cannot
perceive himself, the knower and the known being always
different. sfrr is therefore only inferrible, the inference being
GEMFHIATERT THTHA: | GOreATZIaa. Fra mayalso be inferred
from the existence of organs of sense, or of gualities such
as gi¥ which can reside in soul alone. Several of these so-
called ¢ signs’ of soul are enumerated in Kandda’s apho-
IS —qTUqTA- A AR - A T-AA A (PRI SWE-
WeRTRUNT AT g, Amambhatta seems to favour
the Vaiseshika view of the inferrible character of soul,
though he does not explicitly say so. The human soul has 14
special properties, for which see quotation, p. 85-6 Supra.

°V.8 1IL24.
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Secr. XYIII, #=:

Mind is the organ which is the instrument of the éognition of
pleasure etc. Being assigned to each soul,

Mind. it is countless atomic, and eternal.

1. Etymologically mind is not simply the instrument of
thought, (weyRsA% ), but in reality its functions are
much more estensive, because it is not only the direct

cause of internal experience, such as that of pleasure
and pain, but is also an aid in the perceptions of external’
senses. The Naiydyikas, stmugely ‘enough, give much prom-
inence to the latter two functions of the mind, and entirely
subordinate, if not actually deny, its character as the instru-
ment of thinking. Kven taking these two functions assig-
ned to mind, it has a double character. It is both an organ

of sense itself, and an accessory to other organs. Amam-
6/zattasdeﬁn1twn, being founded on the former of these

two functions, dlStill“'lllSheb mind from other organs which
give knowledge of external objects only, while mind brings
about internal cognition of such things as lie beyond the
province of the other organs. Hence the word gygfey is
purposely used here in the restricted sense of direct internal
cognition; while grgar means an instrumental canse. By
g|rfe, V. V. remarks, are to be understood all qualities
that reside in the soul by intimate relation, and which could
therefore be perceived by mind alone. The word zfdxy is
purposely inserted in the definition to exclude soul as well
as the conjunction of mind with soul, both of which are
instrumental in bringing about the cognition. If we how-
ever take the word graa in the strict sense of a gwur, the
word gexg seems to be unnecessary and may be dispensed
with 3 for siremr will be excluded as being the agent and not
the swor proper of a cognition, while semm=iEdRr being
=g is distinet from the mgor. Perhaps the word zfeayg is
introduced to contradict those theorists who refuse to call
mind an organ; but of this later on. ”

T. D. gives another definition, wﬁaﬁaﬁm

which, though technically correct enough, does not give us
much insight mto the nature of the thing defined. Of the

19
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five intangible substances, ether, time, space, soul and mind,
the last alone, having a limited dimension, can act, while
the first four being all-pervading can never have any motion.
Mind being thus intangible and corporeal is only inferrible,
the inference being, 48 usual in such cases, drawn from the
functions assigned to it. The mode of reasoning is to as-
sume a certain cause to account for such effects or pheno-
mena as are known to be undoubted ficts and cannot be
explained in any other way. The argument for mind is,—
BATRWTEATFETT STUETET: | ARCETRTAFTCATA TG TR T 7
Kandda and Gotama give two different proofs of mind whicn
are if possible even more convincing than the above.
Kandda’s aphorism srRTATdEReY ATa€e TIEISHTAS HAET
18w t gives as a proof for mind the fact that ... wledge is
produced or not according ag there exists or not the conjun-
ction of mind with soul, organs and objects. Gotama lays
stress on the fact that our cognitions are always successive
and never simultaneous gryswTAgARRAAT (Fyw.I There
can be only one conjunction at a time, and therefore a
succession of cognitions such as we daily experience can be
possible only withan intermediatelink like the atomic mind.
2. The minds are as innumerable astherears human souls,
one being assigned to each of the latter. The word fRuer is
interpreted by V. V. 8o as to include both the principal and
the accessory fanctions of the mind—sry gRAAHERO TwwH-
FETEROT fAgamagserd: § ¢ ¢. the word fagg implies the
instrumentality of mind both to the cognition of those things,
that are intimately united with soul as well as of those that
are not so united. More probably it implies that the same
mind is always associated with the same soul and accom-
panies him through his successive hirths; otherwme we cannot
account for survival of impressions acquired in previous births.
It may algo be mentioned here that someassume ga-
¥ as a STra residing in all individual minds, while others .
deny it.

® 8. C. loe. cit.
$V.8.1IL 2, 1.
$G..8. 1,1, 16.
§ V. V. los.sit.
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3. The most important property of miud is its infinite-
simality ( srger ), because it is necessary to
Ilrooi: . explain its chief function, that of acting
ag a connecting link between the soul and
the external organs. The Mimdsmsakas hold mind to be all-
pervading, and their argument is AWy fig | T leTvaTHTINT-
ATETEAE, O VAT g | A TTHAEIATTANTE $TFAL, OF 7AY W
ATATHRAT ST ATacargrewwy.©  This inference by an-
alogy however is coutradicted by our experience, for if mind
be all-pervading it will be in contact with all organs of
sense at once, and there will be a variety of perceptions
simultaneously. Not only so, but as this contact of mind
with the senses will continue always; -there will be no sleep
-or cessation of knowledge. The contact of mind with the
organs must therefore be occasional and voluntary, and the
mind therefore must have a limited magnitude so that it
can be attached to and severed from the organs at pleasure.
The argument employed by T. D. is a little different and is
not quite correct. If mind be all-pervading, there will be
no contact of mind with the all-pervading soul, for it isa
Nydya doctrice that two all-pervading substances can never
be mutunally in contact. To this the Mimdmsuka has an
obvious reply that he does not accept the ANydya doctrine,
and therefore there is no impossibility of wremwaigTw in
his theory. T. D. thereupon urges that if such a contact
between two all-pervading things be admitted it will be
eternal and continuous, and there will be no sleep. The
KNydya can account for sleep by supposing that it is indunced
when the atomic mind enters a particular vein in the body,
called gfiee; but the Mimdnmsaka cannot do so, for even as-
suming that srema=iE T ceases as soon as mind enters the

oftag, there will be still some portion of it outside as, being
all-pervading, the whole of it can never be contained in
gfmy , and the contact of this out-lying portion with soul
will never cease. The weakness of this argument of T. D.
lies in the agzumption that the contact of mind with soul

* V. 8. Up. Cals. ed. p, 165.
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ceases as soon as the former enters gfiag ; but no reason
is given for this assumption. Kven granting that the
mind is atomic, the continuity of its contact with soul
cannot be prevented, for the soul being all-pervading must
be present wherever the mind may be situated. The diffi~
calty in fact will be greater, for in this case the Naiyd-
yika cannot take shelter behind his doctrine of non-contact
of all-pervading things. This difficulty is sought to be re-
moved by the arbitrary assumption that the contact of mind
with soul ends at the mouth of gfrma. As a matter of
fact if the soul is all-pervading it should be present in,
as well as out of the gfiag , and the contact of mind with
it should never cease. An alternative assumption to account
for the same phenomenon of sleep is that there is no
afafers in gfiag , and that coutact of mind with =g is a
necessary condition for all knowledge, srgmaas FraaTH=T
FrorRege: ;* but this is as arbitrary as the above. The
argument based on syrewwesEdnr is not therefore as satis-
factory as the other one based on zfzama:garr. The
‘phenomenn of sleep and knowledge can be sufficiently
accounted for by conjunction and severance of mind with
organs of sense, even if the syremgaigdnT is continuous.

4. The Nuiydayika theory of sleep already hinted above is

peculiar. gfray is an intestine somewhere

Theory of sleep.  near the heart and conceived asa sort of

' a fleshy bag in which the mind remains

during sleep. The process iy thus described by Dinakar-
bhatta:—

“Tad GIRIIFTATHTAT AARISHAT R0, das strewwei-
HPRTATRT:, At FHATABRTACEINA AR G0 Seqarars {a guia:t
The gftarg as well as the theory of sleep based npon it are
not however pure inventions of the Naiydyikas. Both are
.. .more or less fully described in ancient writings, and the
originality of the Naiydyikas consists simply in the waythey
adapted them to their own pshychological system. Texts like

* §. M. Calc. ed. p. 48.
1 Din. Bomb, ed. p, 1I5.
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ety TET GEAT AAR TIT 7 qEw ¥ Y RARTOW AR gEwREy-
w0 Fagra ghaanfasiaesy arfen saeeesr giaf 3w’ * Lad
already formulated a physical theory of sleep which all
orthodox schools were bound to accept, modifications being
permitted only where the S7usz was silent. The above text
of Brikadiran yakopanishad for ingtance, vaguely says that
ke or it entered from the heart to the gfram by way of seventy-
two thousands of arteries; and hence the Veddntins take that
ke to be s, while the Naiydyilas take it to be wag. This
o, which is said to be joined to the heart by 72000 feeder
arteries, is also called gurwr qret by Yogins and  Vedantins,
who describe it as opening at the top of the head called -
=y and as being the path by which the soul of a FTHT passes
out of the body to the solarregion.t The Naiyayikas of course
with their usuul shrewdness adopted only s0 much of this
anatomy as suited their purpose and substituted mind for the
g%y of the original. The notion of this entrance of the think-
ing element into some narrow vein near the heart was
_probably derived from the observed slackening of the blood
circulation in the arteries, and the cousequent slower palpita-
tions of the heart during sleep. Anyhow modern anatomy
and physiology do not support the theory.

5. Whether the word z1@% is inserted inthe definition of
mind to exclude syemmmigdRT or to re-

Is mind an organ.  pudiate the docrine of an opponent, it is
certain that both the Nydya aud Vaiseshita

schools agree in ealling mind an g@a; or 1ather the Nydya
expressly says so and the dogma is imported into the Vaise-
shila system as oue that is uot explicitly repudiated by
Kandde, according to the maxim wufargwand warg.§ Mind
must be called an organ, hecanse it is the instrument of in-
ternal perception. Other doctrinairs. and especially the Veddn.-
tins, deny ziPxgey to mind. As the point has considerable.

bearing on the Nydya definitions of perception and inference

# Brib. Up. IV. 1, 19.
t Senkara-Bhdshya on Brekm, St III, 2, 7.
iVt onG §.11,1.
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as well as on some other kindred topics, it will be worth
while Lere to explain it once for all. srmgar will be presently
.defined as PaTIEAFIAd FrR. 1f the mind is not g,
the definition will not cover perception of pleasure and pain,
while, if mind is g, it will overlap on #gf@ta which alse
results from contact of mind with external objects such as
the mountain and smoke. It will be seen further on how
Naiydyikas get out of this dilemma,but the fact that it arises
has sufficed the Veddntin to deny gregex to mind. The chief
consideration however which weighs with the Veddntin is
anthoritative texts of Sruti like “FiTvq: qTrEdl AAFTST
g% wa:”’*, in which mind is not only mentioned separately
but pliced on a higher level than the organs, thereby imply-
ing that mind is not gfxw. As to the other horn of the
dilemma, namely that mental perception will not come un-
der the given definition of wegey, Veddntins escape it by repudia-
ting the Nydya definition of perception itself as incorrect. ¥
It must also be remembered thatthough the later Naiydyitas
stoutly maintain the z@wex of mind, the doctrine is not
expressly stated in either of the S#fras. While Kandda is
admittedly silent upon it, Gotama does not include mind in
the list of organs,} bnt mentions it separately among his
Prameyas.§ After all the controversy seems to be nothing
more than a battle of - words. So long as all are agreed in
distinguishing mind from the five external organs, and treat-
ing it as an entity by itself, it does not matter whether you
call it {@gy or FgiETorg@ or anything else. If mind isan
organ it izan internal organ (sfeafRfezw) quite distinet from
the external organs, while if it is not an organ it is s0 much
akin to one thatit shares many ofits properties and functions.

* Kath. U. p. 111, 10.

t Veddnta-Paribhdshd Cale.ed. p, &,
§G.8. 11,12,

§G.8.1,1,9
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Secr. XIX. wqq.

Colour is the ( special) quality whick is cognised by
eye alone. It is of seven kinds, and resides in earth, water,
and light. All the seven are found in earth, pale white in water,
and brilliant white in light. A

1. The definitions of colour, savour, odour and touch are
taken from Prasastapdda’s scholium

Colour. with the exception of the words wyx and

gur- The latter words seem to have been
suggested by Sridkara’s comment.* The word mrxr excludes
number which is cognised by eye as well as touch; while ger
excludes on one side gwr which is dravya, and on the other
®YESANA, it being a rule that the wm@ and sywra of a thing
are perceived by the same sense as the thing itself. But the
TATTMTARG, being a guna, will still comein; and to exclude
it therefore the word sur is interpreted as f@3rggur special
quality, although T. D. seems to take the word in its
general sense. Why then, one might ask, insert ®wrar when
gt too like dxtr might be excluded by taking gorin the sense
of 3raeror ? The answer is that greris also necessary to exclude
wifarE®aaey. JThis is obviously a refinement of a later
commentator (8. C.), for T. D. does not notice it. V. V. ig
not satisfied with the definition in the text, hedged as it is
with so many qualifications, because gvwTg®y Wwhich is
imperceptible to the eye is not included in it. V. V. there-
fore proposes as & better definition mETE-TgITa-TONAAT-
wgaia<a®. The prefix mwmyer serves the purpose of ar;

.while by saying gonawrstEqHa<aw, which is the same ag
TRt A, instead of mere yureaw, we include

qearoreq Which has a gurEraTeaAT®, Ramely ®qeEIT,
although it is not sygartar itself. The purpose can equally be
- served by adopting the enlarged definition suggested by T.D.
to exclude gayr. It is needless to remark that ygor or cogni-
tion means here our ordinary cognition, and not the super-
natural perception of Yogins who can perceive anything by
any organ of sense they please. Sankara Misrat gives four

# P. B. Ben. ¢d. p. 104. at, scp.
t V. S. Up. Oalo. ed. p. 201.
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necessary conditions for the perception of coloar, wiz.
1. large magnitude ( ggaqfRaror ), 2 visibility (3gaa ),
3 not being overpowered ( erardgaesr ), and 4 the property
®gew. The colour of atoms is not perceived because
atoms have not a large magnitude; the whiteness of the eye
is not perceived because itic HIEA the whiteness in com-
mon fire and the lustre of rubies are unperceived owing to
their being overpowered by earthy matter; while savour and
touch are unperceived because they have no wgmwmfa. The
modern theory first propounded by Newton is that coloﬁr’
belongs to light only and that a ray of white light con-
tains all the primary colours which can be separated by a
prism of glass. An object appears to have the colour which
it reflects. The colours of earth and water are therefore not

their own, but are derived from the particular rays reflected
from them,

2. Colour is of seven kinds, white, blue, yellow, red
o grecn, tawny and variegated. This enum-
Varicties of eration of seven colours is not known
either to Prasastaphda or Sridhara, and

is probably borrowed from some later writer. The last
variety being a mixture of the preceding six, it is naturally
asked why ®Rraww is recognized separately. Instead of
supposing a new colour why cannot, says the objector,
=&y be called simply a mixture of several colours, and

a variegated piece of cloth be simply designated as
having so many colours. To this T. D. replies that, colour
being a =yregai@as, there cannot be several colours in one
andthe same object.

A sgreagam is defined as wwATTRETOTArAATAERR-
Fuft 93, £. €. o quality which never co-exists with its own
FFegearare ( absolute negation ) in one and the same object. -
The opposite of this is an sraTergfirad which is a quality
that resides in a portion of tle Object only, and is therefore

co-existent with its own absolate negation residing in
another portion of the svme object. Thus when a

monkey sits on the top of a tree, the monkey touches
the top only and not the root of the tree. The mfgwdrr is
therefore said to be swraPew, residing in the top, while
i3 sFrgwaTa I8 gwERww, residing in the root of the
same free. This dwr is therefore an syToTzRH.
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sqrerafarad is a quality which covers the entire thing and
not a part of it only, like the whiteness or blueness of a jar
which resides in all its parts.

If Rrzwy be only a collection of several ecolours, each in-
dividual colour will be srzgrersf®, ¢ ¢. partial, while there
will be no one colour covering the whole. What of it if
there be not, rejoins the objector; can we not still perceive
the piece of cloth by means of the colours of its parts ? You
cannot, says the author, for there is no colour in the piece
of cloth as a whole, and without a colour you cannot per-
ceive an object. But are there not so many instead of one
colour in the picce ? They are useless, replies the author, to
make it visible, because individually they reside in partsonly,
while collectively they do not form one quality of the whole, it
being a peculiar doctrine of the Nuiydyikas that a collection
(wwaTa ) is not a thing by itself apart from its components.
A gz, if it exists apart from its parts, would bea pro-
duct different from its parts; but where would it then reside ?
Not in each part, nor in all put together, since it is distinct
from all of them. wgaTy is therefore not distinet from the
parts and is, like fearfewaT, only a guiwy#d (. €. o conjoint
attribute. Such being the case, o collection of several
colours cannot by itself constitute a yuality which would
make the piece of cloth visible. But here a question arises,
why is a colour at all necessary for the perception of a
thing ? Let the condition precedent for perceptibility be
not waTe, possession of colour, but wygeawyas, the state
of being intimately united with things having colour. So
although the piece of cloth may not have a colour of its
own, it is in intimate union with parts that have colour,
and will be therefore perceptible. The objection to this
view is that such a condition precedent (wgyaeawawex ) for
perceptibility is unnecessarily elaborate and therefore not
preferable to the usual one wwa<y. The result of this dis-
cussion is that we must recognize an independent fRrargyw to
account for the perceptibility of a variegated piece of cloth.

3. The definition and divisions of gq must have already

shown to a critical student that the Naiydyika conception of
20
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=q is somewhat restricted. It is clear that what we ordi-
narily call the form or shape of a thing (FTHERRAT ), such
as its roundness or squarcness, is not comprehended under
®q. It neither falls under any ome of the seven colours,
nor does the definition =rgmt=srargwe apply to it, for
form can be apprehended by the eye as well as by touch.
Hence wmy is translated here by ¢colour’, although in
popular parlance it signifies form as well. Under what
head then would this form go ? Naiydyikas call it simply an
sETFEeATAfASrT particular  arrangement of parts, and as
such would probably include it under §afwr. Other scholas-
tics such as the Veddntins do not regard form as in any
way distinet from the thing or its parts; for, they say, we
recognize the same identical person in a Zwgw standing and
a FTgew sitting although the arrangements of his limbs
( erggadeaTs ) are different in the two cases. The point is
noticed here simply to clear a possible doubt.

4. Colour of all sorts resides in earth, while water and

light have only one kind, namely white.
°  The whiteness of light however being

brilliant difiers from that of water which
is not so. The meaning of the passage is clear; but curi-
ously the reading in the majority of the copies of the text
is unsatisfactory if not actually corrupt, rendering the
passage almost vnintelligible. Only two Mss. in fact give
the correct reading wkLich is adopted in the text, others
mostly reading srarend gz and wreat ms, and thus appar-
ently making sparead and wrexd independent attributes of
wy and ot qualifications of whiteness as they really are.
There are no separate colours like wregr and sywreT, but
the words are introduced to distinguish between the parti-
" colar sort of whiteness that resides in water from that
which resides in light. Even with the reading wread ws we
can no doubt get the right meaning by taking wreat to be an
adverb modifying the adjective gra; but then the construc-
tion becomes extremely awkward. In any case there ought
to be no doubt as to the real meaning of the passage.

Distribution
colours.
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Secr. XX, XXI, XXII. w&, e, €q3t.

Savour is the quality apprehended by tongue s itis of
81z kinds: sweet, “sour, saline, pungent, astringent and
bitter 5 it resides in earth and water s earth contains all the
six varieties ; water only the sweet.

Odour is the quality apprehended by nose; it is fragrant
and non-fragrant, residing in earth only.

Touch is the quality apprehended by skin only 53t is of three
kinds: cool, hot, and tepid, residing in earth, water, light and
air 3 of these cool touch is ( found ) in water, hot in light and
tepid in earth.

1. The three qualities of savour, odour and touch are

here grouped together as they are treated

Savour. symmetrically. g and {&% mean pungent

and bitter respectively, and not vice versa,

as Ballantyne translates them +wrongly. Earth has all

varieties of savour, while water has ovlv one, viz. sweet.

Other tastes, such as sourness aud salf, wwhich are sometimes

apprehended in water, arc due to the digsolution of earthy
matter in it.

2. Odour is apprehended by the nose aud is of two kinds,
fragrant. and non-fragrant, residing in
Odour. carth only. fergesy is vob recognized be-
cause we never experience it, the several
fsavours when mixed in one substance baing in reality appre-
hended separately and one after another, fyzereg and =
T3t are impossible becanse their varictics arn mutually re-
pellent, and cannot therefore rcside i ono substance at one
time. The word wrzy is omitted in th definitions of v and
77 a8 unnecessary because the two organs apprehend their
respective qualities only and nothing vise. Jtis however
necessary in the definition of wqz iov the scuse of tonch
apprehends other qualities hesides tonch, such as number
and conjunction which are also poreeived by the eye. The
word ot is retained in the three definitions o exclude the
siTfa respectively residing in the three qualitics, viz. Twe,
segew and wqstey. It is needless to remark that the three
definitions are to be understood as sTfaAE G (6. 8. YW
Srfaar ) in order to include the .jualities in atoms. :

3. Annambhatta following old anthors divides =gzt into
three kinds, hot, cold, and temperate ;
Touch. but some others are for recognizing
fureqst  also, the reason  given being

the analogy with colowr ( fraerseg —weerdwgTaT
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wfrwvofig ax* ). frawast however is not so possible in the
three-fold division as in the theory of those who divide wast

into numerous kinds such as:—
ot SaeadAicm: Ravasy @y @ |
FRABTSE T30 =TT gTEOT ¥
T ETESTICAT ITISET O OF =i

The idea seems to be that the eye and the organs of
touch being the chief organs through which most of our
perceptible knowledge is derived, Rrsrey and fRrareqst have to
be recognized to account for the perception of a whole hav-
ing variegated parts. No such necessity however exists in
the case of objects having different odours or savours, as
even if they are mever perceived at all, they can be
inferred from their qualities. The same is the case with
¥qat according to those who deny wqraverzrewar to objects hav-
ing touch. Hence Sankara Misra remarks: = = grasat
ST =y TR arsd | gharaT S| .’

Sgor. XXIII. qrrsTareRstes.

The four quolities, colour ele., are products of heat and
non-eternal in earth ; elsewhere they are natural and ecither
eternal or non-eternal. Those inkering in eternal things are
eternal 3 those in non-etcrnal things are non-eternal.

1. The four qualities colour, savour, odour, and touch

. are both eternal and non-eternal; they are

g 1};{;‘3;?““ of sometimes produced by heat, and some-
times they are natural. In earth they are

said to be produced by heat, and are consequently non-eternal,
while in the remaining three substances they are natural,
and are both cternal and non-eternal, the eternal being
confined to the eternal atoms, and the non-eternal belong-
ing to products which are non-eternal. The author is silent
a8 to whether natural and eternal odour resides in the atoms

*V.S. Up. Cale, ed, p. 292,
1 Mahd-Bhdrata. ‘
% V. 8. Up. Calc. Ed, p. 286.
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of earth. If it does, the words wrewafmes =r ought to
be supplemented by the further addition ewuyres Rt
The distinction between grmewr and smrEw appears to be
that earth can change its qualities by the application
of heat, while water, light and air do not change them. Not
that water and air do not become hot by the contact of

heat, but the change of touchin their case doesnot affect the
material but belongs to the light that is mixed with them.

2. T. D. here states briefly the rival theories about
grEsarey, that  sharply  divide the
The controversy  Vaiieshikas from the Narydyikas. The
of Piluptka and ~ o
Pitharapika. former are called dfimarean@a: because
they explain the change of colour in
an unbaked jar by the separate baking of individual atoms,
while the Naiydyikas are called fRgvqrearfza: becanse they
supposed the change of colour to Le accomplished in the
jar itself. qrg is defined as ey RReE-AwTaRT:-RT0T,
application of external heat which effectsa change of colour
and other qualities. It is of various kinds according to the
effects, one changing only colourasin a baked jar, snother
changing colour, odourand savour asin an artiteinlly ripened .
mango-fruit, and so on. The word s excludes
a change by hLeat in metals, which, Luug m;{ are
e, When a jar is baked the old black jar is, according
to Vaiteshikas, destroyed, and its severul c.ompound,>
of binaries ete. ave also destroved. The action of the fire
produces the red colour in separate atoms, which are then
joined by the same action of firc' into new compounds,
and eventually produce a new red jar. This complicated
process of dissolution and reconstruction of the jar is
necessary to allow all the atoms in the jar to be baked, for
if the jar remained intact, the fire caunot penctrate it and
bake the atows in the interior. The reason why we cannof
perceive this process of dissolution and rezeconstruction is
its great rapidity. The time ocenpied by this process
has been variously computed, some holding it to be niue
moments, others ten, others eleven, and a fourth school,
five only. The order of nine moments, which iy generally
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accepted, is thus given by Visvandtha:—* “ guarr ()
FEEATATER | AEILATTTFAR [T | a6 ATWEEG (VT
aEtsTTFATE: | () A9 TUATON TATATIZATE: | (3) AT THIREAT: |
(9) AT FSTCFTSYOBAT | (4) T T |(R) A e |
() & ATETETATT | (€) TAT ISt | () q@r et
Of these the first four steps constitute the first moment
marking the gradual destruction of the binary, and make
up, together with the following eight ones, the total num-
ber of nine moments. Those who accept a disjunction
arising from disjunction ( fFwrrsn@swrm ) make ten moments
by adding after the third another step mFdigasreaqvaTE-
o wrars cessation of the action in the atoms produced by
the original conjunction of fire; while the ‘advocates of
eleven moments add another disjunction after the first step.
Again, if of the nine moments above described we take the
first, the second, then the next two, then the next four, and
then the last, we have the time divided into five moments
only.t To this fantastical theory the Naiydyikas who advo-
,cate fcarHEarg object on the ground that, if the first jar
is destroyed and a new one substituted, the identity of the
jar can never remain intact. We recognize the jar to be
exacty the same jar as before; we observe the same through
all stages of baking; and other pots placed over it do
not tumble down, as they must if their support is comple-
tely destroyed even'for a moment. Again how do the num-
ber, the shape and even the lines on the jar remain the
same ? These strong objections are answered by the counter
question, how does the identity of a jar remain intact even if we
seratch some particles out of it with a needle-point, although
the jar aiter seratching becomes minus some particlesand is
quite different from the former one ? { The followers of Nydya
therefore accept the simpler and on the whole the more reason-
able theory of the change of colour being aceomplished without

* 8. M. Cale. Ed. p. 103.

t T For further explanation see V. 8, Up. Calec. ed, p. 291, Roer’s Trans,
of B. P. Bibl. Ind. pp. 57-9, and Sarva, D, 8, Cowell’s Trans. p. 154.
1 V.8, Up. Calc, ed. pp, 289-90,
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the total dissolution and reconstruction of the jar. The objec-
tion how fire canreach the atomsis met with bythe practical
instance of water boiling inside a pot placed over fire without
actual touch. In this way the controversy between the figyrs
(baking of atoms) and the f¥z¥ure (baking of the pot) has been
carried on by their respective partisans with scholastic sub-
tility and an amount of energy, that are quite disproportionate
to the importance of the result. The doctrine of figw®
has in fact become one of the standing test of distingnishing
a genuine Vaiseshika from his rival the Naiyiyika proper.

3. The chief points of distinction between the two
) schools are stated in the following
‘NI{aiée_shskas and distich:—
aiybyikas. )
B T Qe ({9 T R |
| g 7 wEioAr FIGE F e &g
The VaiSeshika doctrines about f@ex and Ewyrefamar
will be explained subsequently. Whatever view of qrestreatsr
we adopt, 1t is certain that the qualities in earth are non-
eternal. According to the Vaiseshite digure, even spay in
earthy atoms seems to be.non-eternal; but the other theory
leaves the point doubtful.

UUB———

Sectr. XXIV. weqr.

« Number 18 the ( special and instrumental ) cause of the
common usage of ( words) one, two etc.’’ It resides in the nine
substances from one to Pardrdha. Oneness is eternal and
non-eternal, eternal in eternal substances, and non-cteérnal in
non-eternals. Duality and the rest are only non-eternal
everywhere.

1. The definitions of gwgr and qfRwmrer in the text are
taken from Prasastapdda.* The word 3g

Number. here, as in the definition of time, is to be
understood in the sense of sraryTU-

T, SrETaTeor in order to exclude universal causes like
time and space, and {&faw to exclude ether which is the

# P, B. Ben. ed. pp. 111-30.
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material cause of all sgaer. Number is the first of the com-
mon qualities, i. ¢. those which reside in all the substances.
They are enumerated as follows.—

FEEATETICATT 59 FNRTGFAT |
TEEAT FTHTFIS0T T FEifqar:

Number, dimengion, severalty, conjunction, disjunction,
priority and posteriority, these seven, together with deri-
vative fluidity, gravity and velocity, are qualities common
to all substances. They appertain to substances in general,
and not to any particular kind of substanee ; and hence they
cannot be due to special characteristics which distinguish
one class from another. It will be noticed that all these
qualities connote really a state, aspect or arrangement of
the thing or its parts, and not any attribute inherent in the
thing itself. They are, to adopt modern phraseology, sub-
jective or notional rather than objective or material. They
are in fact imposed upon the thing by the operation of our
own mind; thatis, as the Veddnsin would say, they are
Ireg®a or widriga. Ibis true that we apprehend them, but
we cannot assert positively whether they have a real ex-
istcuce in the external object or are merely conceptions of
our own mind imposed upon the object. It will be more
correct to say that we conceive them than that we perceive
them. The special qualities ( fSresor ) on the other hand,
which have been already enumerated, have a real objective
existence. Number of course is pre-eminently a subjective
property and varies at our will, for we can contemplate &
number of things, each as one separately, or all as so many,
or all as one collection. The Vaiseshikas had undoubtedly
realized the true nature of number, for they called duality

and the higher numbers sergRmres-

Out of the numbers which are ordinarily counted from one
to a pardrdha or a lakh of lakhs of crores, unity resides in
eternal substances like atoms, while the other kinds are found

* B. P' 90-1'
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in products. The transientness of non-eternal unity in products
arises from the fact that a log of wood ceases to be one
when you break it into pieces. Numbers from duality onwards
being sRerrgfgw+r are non-eternal. Saikara Misra regards
g, ¢. ¢. an indefinite multitude, as a separate number apart
from f&em@ which are all definite; but this opinion is not
generally accepted.*

2. The verse quoted in Note 3 on Sect. XXIIIt men-~
tions fgex as one of the three contested

What is duality.  points between Nydya and Vaiseshika
schools. The Vaiseshika view, which is

10 doubt shared by Annambhatia, is that all numbers from
duality onwards are produced (st ) and not simply made
known (gvew) by sieTgiRy. Howmay is defined f¥rwagiX-
Tt wrsverERgesaat, which may be translated as ¢“thenotion
which refers to many unities is called the sirermEr®.” It is
difficult to translate stgerrar®; by ‘‘comprehending intellect”
as Roer does, or by any other exact English equivalent; but
its meaning can be easily understood. When two things are
brought before us, we do not at once cognize them as two,
but first apprehend each one separately, as this one and
that one. These separate notions are denoted by the term
sierTaiy. When the conceptions of these two unities are
formed in our mind, they are joined togetherand produce one
general notion of duality; and then we get the knowledge
that there are two things. The process is thus described :—

“ a TAATHEEITIEEAEY: | aHEEaIHEREE | aarstet-
T | A48T BAtaR: | A BENHIREE | aeaTEigeagorgias |
AL HEERTC L

First we have the contact of the organ of semse with
the object ( ¢. e. each of the two jars ); thence arises the
knowledge of the genus unity ( apart from the individual );
then the distinguishing perception, si¥errgix by which the
notion of unity is realized in each of the objects, and we

*V.8. Up. Cale. ed. p. 322.

+ Supra. p. 159.

4 B. P. 108.

§ Sarv. D, 8. Cale.ed. p. 10.
21
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apprehend ¢this is ome, 7 «this is one’’ ete. then' the:
production of duality by the combination of separate unities;
then the knowledge of the abstract genus of duality; them
the cognition of that quality of duality as exigting in the
two things; and lastly the consciousness that we see two
things. In this way we derive the complex knowledge of
two, three etc. from the simple notions of unity. The reason

why fger is regarded as siarrgigwer and not SATFIFATT is
rather subtle. It is that s7am=TE cannot simply be the gras-
¥g of f&ex like a stroke which reveals a sound lying dormant’
in ether; but it is the wRweg of @, because it is always
found inseparably associated with {ga, while a Frq®ggneed
not be 50 (FAATTRZTEATIRATIHT | STHAFATIIUR: | AATHRAT-
JHTAETE | 355 uia qavaq ). Madhavdckdrya gives a simpler
argument, viz. that the non-eternal eferrgfRy cannot be graw
of f@ex, which, like the quality gerser, resides in several

objects conjointly; while sfrarrgiSs resides in each object sepa-
rately, and hence it must be the wwsdg of @e. The

importance of this subtle distinction lies in the different
views of fgex to which it leads. According to one, fgex

is an independent reality, different from the several unities

of which it is composed and generated by s@argr®; according

to the other view it is already comprehended in the unities,

and is only revealed when several of them are brought
together. It may be further mentioned that both the

notion of duality and its geunerating cause sy vanish

away when their purpose is served, that is, when the objects
are actually perceived as two. Assoon as Bayuwgiy, the
result of s, is produced, the latter which lasts for

three moments only is destroyed, and with its destruction,
its direct effect, the duality, is also destroyed, and there only
remains the cognition ‘two dravyas’. The steps follow in
this order : 1 wepeamr; 2 siRenarss 3 e and wHaTA=
A 4 Bags 5 Gagens and sRmEgare; and 6 @ger-
arr  and g=ym.  The reason  for this assumed

destruction of oRem® and @egx is  rather
technical, being founded on the  Vaiéeskika doc-
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trine that all cognitions, being qualities of the all-pervading
goul, last for three moments only, and are destroyed by the
generation of their effects. The student has been led through
this labyrinth of speculative subtility in order to acquaint
him with the exact import of Annambhatta’s simple dictum,
ReaTs g gyamaEaT, that is, duality and other larger
numbers are always srfFeT.

Secr. XXV, giRmmos,

Dimension is the ( special and instrumental) cause of
the common usage of measurement. It resides in the nine
substances, and is of four kinds: minuteness, largensss, length
and shoriness.

1. Bach of the four kinds of dimensions mentioned

above may again be divided into two
Dimension. kinds, aswegw middling and qyar extreme.
Thus an atomn has extreme minuteness,
which is also techmically called srRaTeZsx (infinite-
simality ) from gqRmuvzs a globular atom; a binary has
wegurwey  middling  minuteness; Ahita has qHATTY Or
fagey all-pervasion; and all tangible objects such as a jar
have wegwwTy intermediate greatness. The comparaive use
.of these words, as this pearl is minuter or larger than that
other, is secondary. The distinction between st and weg
on the one hand and g%§ and =xez on the other seems to be
that the first two denote magnitudes of two or three dimen-
sions 7. ¢. bulk, while the latter two denote one dimension
only such as a line. This four-fold division of wiRgrer is after
all rough, many including sgemew and zf¥er in ey and
wgwew respectively. As a matter of fact all of them are
relative terms, and denote different numbers of constituent
parts or degrees of contact in which they are combined.
qfwror is again divided into few and =rf@e; that residing in
eternal things as qritwmvesy and figer being fasg, and all
the rest stfar. stffagaRamor is threefold Wegrs=a, MTHTOET |
and s=rasrer. For the explanation of these see Notes 9 and
10 on Sect. XIII. pp. 121-3, supra.
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Secr. XXVI,
Severalty is the ( special and instrumental ) cause of the
common usage of one thing being different from another.
1. The definition inthe text is rather crude. A better
though a little more abstruse definition
Severalty. of guFa is PrgRTTECER the cause
of our practice of separating one thing from all the
rest.” AR IS RUTBATATIATST T TFIA (Aieors @ that is,
the determination of the identity of one thing by separating
it from all others. The reason why wgugex is regarded as
distinct from er=gyegrars is that the notions conveyed to
our mind by the two are of different sorts. When we say
'wEt gdy ATk we simply get a negative notion, that a jar is
‘not a piece of cloth; while by uITEE: gAE we get a positive
~notion that one is quite distinet from the other. guar there-
fore tells us something more than swdtegrary, for it not
“only informs us that a jar is not a piece of cloth but also
that it is a different thing. The importance of this distine-
tion may be illustrated by another example. We can say
that a jar is nof the quality of blueness residing in it, but
we cannot say that it is distinct from it, the two being
inseparably connected. Similarly we can say that a black

unbaked jar is not the same red jar when baked, but it is

not gug from it. Again we can say gudr Tazw is not T
without a gvsg, but the two are not distinet persons. In

short gusar is opposed to objective identity of the things,
while sr=fteamars to the sameness of their natures. gOFey 18

a material distinction; syeiregrars notional only. In the same
way gy can be distinguished from Juwf or Hfrew.

Secr. XX VII, ganr:.
L. Conjunction is the ( special and instrumental ) cause of
the common usage of calling two things united. -
1. @qyr is also defined as the contact of two things that
o were first separate ( ST a7 ST 87
Conjunction. garr $Rast); and therefore there can
be no g between two all-pervading things which

*P_B. Ben. ed, p, 138,
1 B. P. 114,
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are never apart from each other. g is always
artificial and non-eternal. T. D. divides it into two
kinds, swsr that born of action, and Egwrer that produced
by another conjunction. The contact of the hand with the
book is of the first kind, because it is produced by the motion
of the hand, while this contact of the hand with the
book, produces another conjunction, namely, that of the body
with the book, which is therefore §Fmt. The wwsr i is
again of two kinds, sreraveser and gwgsEas. The instance
of the first is the contact of the bird with the mountain, in
which the bird alone moves while the mountainisstationary.
The examples of the second kind are the meetings of two
fighting rams, or of two wrestlers, or of two clouds, where both
the things move. garrer again is two-fold, that of a thing
just produced, such as the contact of an effect with some-
thing already connected with its material cause, and that
of a thing previously existing, as the contact of the tree in
consequence of the contact of the hand and the tree. All
kinds of contacts are smareas®, that is, cover only a part
of the thing, and are destroyed either by separation or des-
truction of the srrser, namely the things connected. '

2. Three Mgs. of T. S. insert the word sygrareor after
srag in the definitions of wawaT, wivwM™r, TuFa and w9y,
but the reading of others who reject it appears to be the
right one and has been adopted. Although the qualification
sraror s necessary to exclude universal causes, it can be
and is always presumed ‘wherever the words mwmur or g
occur as in the definitions of w1er and {2 and so there is
no need of its express mention. There are also other grounds
to believe that the word srarror did not exist originally but
was supplied by the Dzﬁi/%ci. The words sramamona T 34 in
the Dipikd would of course have been conclusive on the
point had they been found in all Mss. of the work. §. C.
however is quite explicit, as it remarks—‘sygiEmeaTTTEYs-
AIYRONE §IH | FAGES TRATITAFTSLAO0 STTIRONE 3309
ETgRRTRRA Jre.



166 Tarka-Sangraka., [ sECT. XXVIIL.

3. The wrareoreror ( universal cause ) referred to in this
and the preceding definitions is defined by

Universal Causes. V. V. a8 #d@TaReaaqaniaeqasTTor,
which signifies that a universal cause is &

cause of all effects as effects, and not as particular products;
as for instance, a stick is an instrument of a jar because it
is a jar and not any other thing, while time and space are
instrumental causes of the same jar because it is a product.
These universal causes are eight, God, His knowledge, His
will, His effort, ( assm<st®ag: ) antecedent negation
( arrar ), time ( 1@ ), space (&%) and destiny (=re)
comprising both merit and demerit. Some add the absence
of -counteracting influences ( wfdwewsdrars ) as a ninth
universal cause. These being universal causes are necessarily
implied wherever we speak of a cause or an effect; and conse~
quently when a thing is specially mentioned asa cause or an

effect of another, they are not meant.

Seor. XX VIII, famr:, ‘

Disjunction is the quality which destroys comjunction.

1, D15311nct10n is not merely the absence of s4¥sr, in which
case it would have fallen under srarr

Disjunction. and need not have been reckoned as a se-
parate quality; but it denotes an actual

separation which produces the destruction of a previous
contact. Again by disjunction we denote not the act of sepa-
rating which is excluded from the definition by the word groy
but the state which immediately results from the act of
separation. Hence Amnnambhatia defines fwwr differently,
and not onthe analogy of §dr as frwprsasREIUR Or -
QATFTO, as is done by Visvandtha. The latter definitions
being ambiguous may as well denote the state of being separate
as the actual act of separation. The order of succession
therefore is alwaysthis: first &, act of separating, then sepa-~
ration here called fwrr, then g3 mrddrmaTar, and lastly sme-
eraamt. When we remove a jar from one place to another, we
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have an effort to liftit up,~this is the #w; thenthe jar islifted
from the ground,—this is fFwmr; then its contact with the
particular spot is severed,—this is gatsrarar; and lastly it is’
placed on another spot,—this is steEaradanT. Fuwris there-
fore the cause of and not the same as gFpmarmar. Two trees
on the opposite banks of a river havealways remained apart,
but there has never been an actual separation of them. fFwvr
has the same varieties as g, and the examples also are

similar, namely, st ( subdivided into guawds and swraz-
Faw ) and @wrrertawer. There is however a difference of
opinion as to the last between the Vaiseskikas and the

Naiydyikas proper, the latter not recognizing fFEEIFRAT
at all.* The instance of a fAATIASETIT IS TIAATIIATING FTI-
el separation of the body from the tree, consequent

unpon the removal of the hand from the tree. Here the
separation of the body is not directly caused by the motion
of the hand because the two things (Fwmnrand gwaidar) reside

in different receptacles,viz. the body and the hand respectively,
while there is no motion in the body itself which might
cause the separation. This argument by which the
necessity of recognizing a Fwrra@wnT is sought to be proved
is founded on the axiom that the motion of a part is not the
motion of the whole ( as we see in a stationary revolving
wheel ) and so the motion of the hand isnotitself the motion
of the body. fRwpr@Ewwr is also divided into two kinds
FROATIRNETST and FROTHROTEGHTE, for which however see
Sarv. D. 8. Cale. ed. p. 107.

B

Seor. XXIX qeeamaeeE. :

Posteriority and priority are the (special and instrumental)
causes of the common usage of the words posterior and prior.
They reside in the four ( substances ), earth, etc. and the mind.
They are twofold, caused by space and  time. The posteriority
caused by space is in the remote, and priority so caused is
in the near. Posteriority caused by time is in the elder, and
priority so caused is in the younger.

1. Posterioty and priority may also be designated re-
moteness and proximity  respectively.
These qualities reside in the first four
substances, because they are the only
corporeal and non-eternal substances having a limited di-

® See verse quoted in Note 3 on Sect. XXIII p. 159 supra.

Priority and pos-
terioridy.
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mension. Mind, being corporeal, possesses only one kind
of priority and posteriority, namely that made by space Fwa,
but not the other caused by time,as mind is eternal. The last
four substances remaining are both eternal and incorporeal
and cannot therefore have any kind of gxeg or squvex. Really
speaking gwsy and sygxew are nothing more than relations of
corporeal things to time and space, expressed in the form
of qualities forthe purpose of marking their varying degrees.

Smer. XXX, XXXI, qeeqw, g999.

Gravity is the non-intimate cause of the first jfall, and
yesides in earth and water.

Fluidity is the non-intimate cause of the first flow, residing
in earth, water and light. It is two—fold, natural end
artificial.

1. The definitions of Gravity and Fluidity are analogous,

one being called ¢ the non-intimate caugse

; déj;yfvitw and Flu-  of the first act of falling,’ and the other
. ¢ a like cause of the first act of flowing.’

The word =grr is inserted in both definitions to exclude
velocity ( Fr ) which is the non-intimate cause of the second
and all subsequent acts of falling or flowing. As a matter
of fact, falling and flowing are essentially the same acts,
one being the coming down of a solid from a higher level,
while the other is the same act in a fluid ; but the Naiydyi-
kas do not seem fo have realized this. They do not
also seem to have known the dynamical theory of falling
bodies, as is clear from their calling ywex the cause of the
first falling only, while it is in fact the cause of every act
of falling. The confusion of the two meanings of -the
word ywer, viz. weight and heaviness, isalready noticed and
commented upon. . ,

2. Fluidity is of two kinds, natural as that of water, and
artificial as that of melted ghee. The distinction between -
g and ¥fmEeaa, though spoken of as inherent and
absolute, seems to have been made to indicate the fact that
some things remain fluid at normal temperature and others

* See Note 3 on Sect, IV. p. 85, supre,
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not. Those of the first kind such as water are said to pos-
sess natural fluidity, while others requiring the application
of additional heat have artificial fluidity only. The solidity
of snow and hail which are forms of water is exceptional
and hence does not affect the proposition.

3. Unlike gravity, fluidity is assumed in light also
namely, in melted gold and other metals, while the gravity
of the metals is ascribed to earthy portion in them. It
might be urged that, following the analogy of gravity, even
the fluidity of metals can be attributed to some watery por-
tion in them; but this cannot be, says the Vaiseskika, for
in that case it would be wifefyg®, while the fluidity of
metals is really &@&® only. Again why cannot the same
earthy portion, which accounts for the gravity of metals,
also account for its %f&@® zasmw ¢ This is also not possible,
for the fluidity of metals is of a different kind, being wrg-
Rgaara (indestructible ) even by the application of ex-
treme heat, while that of earthy substances is gRegwr.
Light in the form of metals must therefore be regarded as
having a peculiar fluidity of its owu.

Secr. XXXII, &z
“ Viscidity is the quality whick is the (special and ins-
trumental ) cause of the agglutination of powders and resides in
water only.”’
1. The viscidity found in oil, milk and such other earthy
substances is of course dueto the watery
Viseidity. portion in them. How can oil, says an
objector, inflame fire if there is water in
it, while water itself extinguishes fire? Here too, the
Vaiseshika is ready with his explanation, viz. Rereat @~
Fufggaeargwear.”  Oil hastens fire because it has a greater
amount of viscidity than pure water. It is not explained
however whence this greater viscidity in oil comes if it is
due to water alone. fGufrara means thickening or concen-
tration. It is the peculiar combination which holds parti-
cles of powder together. The reason why this Rudrum
requires a special quality &5z and cannot be attributed to

* B, P, 156.
22
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geey is that melted gold which possesses fluidity cannot
form lumps of powders. N. B., however, quite appositely
remarks that liquid water is alone the real cause, while solid
water such as hail and ice is incapable of agglutinating par-
ticles. The fact is that the modern scientifie theory of
molecular attraction and repulsion which induced the three
states of solid, liquid and gaseous in all matter was hardly
known to Indian physicists, and hence they were often led
into giving fantastic explanations of ordinary phenomena.

2. T.D.,N.B.and 8. C. say that the propriety of the word
gorin the definition of &z isto exclude time etc.; but this does
not seem ecorrect, as time and other universal causes are
already excluded by interpreting ®g as 19 . V.V.
explains the word as excluding =ut, but this is also incor-
rect, since =xut can be excluded by taking ¥g in the sense of

as it has been hitherto taken. It appears more
reasonable to understand ot as excluding the act of aggluti-
nating which is also the special and instrumental cause of

Hence either the line gramay ete. in T. D., which
is retained in this edition because it is found in all copies,
is interpolated by some one who failed to understand the
text, or Annambhatta deliberately used the word ¥g here in
& narrower sense than previously. Probably he borrowed
the definition from a more ancient work, without determin-
ing accurately the propriety of cach word.*

Secr. XXXIII. zsg:,

Sound is the quality whick is apprehended by the sense of
hearing, and resides in ether alone. It is two-fold, inarti-
culate or noise and articulate or words. Thenoise is (heard) in:
drums ete.; while words appear inthe form of Sanshrit language.

1. Besides the two-fold division inthe text, the T. D. gives

another three-fold division of sound, mak-

‘Sound. ing in all six varieties of it. The latter
three divisions are: 1 gyt

sonjunction, such as the sound of a drnn} produc’:edb%l;]tlfg

contact of the stick or hand with the dram; 2 f&wmrs, born

of disjunction, such as the sound produced by splitting a

bamboo-stick ; and 3 mezw -born of sound, such as all
subsequent sounds which are produced from the first one.

P, B. Ben. ed. p. 266.
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2. A more elaborate division of sound is the following:—

T
l | |
gERTE: wgraRgs:
| 6. 9. HuTIATIR:
wraTaE: ' Wl;ﬁq;

[
AT e 'q'vr’rinaa:

And so on. The articulate sound will be treated further on
under gr=zgaTor ( Scet. 59-63. )

3. The zreg=r 3rex is recognized toaccount for the fact that
sound can be heard at any distance from
the place where it is first produced. There

are only two senses which apprehend their
objects at a distance, namely, sight and hearing. Of these

the eye is supposed to go outside to the object, and carry
back its impression to the mind. But the organ of hearing
being of the nature of all-pervading Alkdsa cannot move.

sfrs or organ of hearing is defined as the Ahtiq which isw-
Seal, i ¢. the portion of ether limited and severed

from the rest of the A44ie by the cavity of the ear. Evidently
sfyx cannot go out of the ear-cavity by which it is conditioned,

for as soon as it goes out it will be no sfysrbut common ether.
As the organ of hearing canunot go to its object, it is
necessary that the object should reach the ear, so that anyhow
the two may come into contact. Dot the sound which is

produced in that portion of Akddc which is immediately in
contact with the drum is distant from- the ear and cannot
itself travel to theear, being, asa quality, ingeparably connect-

The Nybdya the-
ory of sound.
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ed with a definite portion of the A%dsa. Besidsitisa doc-
trine of the Nasydyikas that sound is stfaer and cannot last
for more than a few moments. This first sound therefore is
supposed to produce a second similar sound in the next piece
of A,édxa, and this second a third; and so on, until the train
reaches the portion of Akdsa confined in the ear, that is, the
siwr. It is this last sound produced in the strsrersr that is
directly perceived by the organ of hearing, and as it is the
last of a series generated by the first sound, it is called zrezw=.
So far this theory of sound is accepted by all Naiydyikas,
but there is a slight difference of opinion as to the mode in
which sound travels or rather propagates its species. Some,
applying the analogy of ocean-waves (si<fravg=ara), say that
the series of sounds travels in a straightlinein one direction
only, namely from the drum direct to the ear. Others apply
the analogy of a =z flower (gzvasire®=ara), the filaments
of which shoot round about in all directions ; and so they
say that sound travels not in one direction only but in all
directions, that is, innumerable series of sounds start from
the central point where it was first produced, and go in every
direction. The simple fact that the sound of a drum is
heard on all sides and not in one direction only is enough to
prove that the latter analogy is nearer the truth than the
former. The whole of the above theory of sound is very
crude and faulty owing to the inveterate habit of Indian
philosophers to indulge in speculations in matters that can
be known only by actual observation or experiments. They did
not know that the real organ of hearing isthe fympanum in the
ear which has a closer similarity with the drum than with the
Akéia, while the fact of the sound being carried by air by
means of succéssive undulations of air-particles was also
undreamypt of. Instead of investigating the nature of sound
in such practical directions, the Naiydyitas exhausted their
energies in discussing whether sound was eternal or non-
eternal. The pros and cons as well as the importance of
this last gontroversy in Indian philosophy will be noticed
later on.
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Seer. XXXIV, gig:.

Cognition is the ( special and instrumental ) cause of
all communication or intercourse, and it is knowledge. It is
twofold, remembrance and apprehension. Remembrance is
knowledge produced from mental impression alone. Knowledge
other than remembrance is apprehension.

1. Cognition is the proper equivalent foraf¥ as used in
the Nydya system. Ballantyne translates

Cognition. gfg by ¢ understanding,’ and Roer by

¢ intellect; ’ but both renderings ure

wrong. The word g% is capable of having three meanings:~1st
the act of knowing, which may be called ¢ understanding;
2ndly the instrument of knowledge which is ¢ intellect;’ and
3rdly the product of the act of knowing, which is‘cognition.’
It is in this last sense that the word is invariably used in
Nydya and Vaiseshika philosophies. This should be quite
clear from the mention of gy among the qualities, that is,
as a property of the soul. A cognition is undoubtedly such

a property; while understanding is an act, and infellect being
an instrument of knowledge is a substance, and is identified

by Natydyikas with mind. Other schools of philosophers
such as the Sdnkhyas and the Veddntins designate gfzx as an
elemental thing under the name wzw=g, and divide it into
several faculties performing different functions, namely,
srgw and sfFigor. According to them, therefore, g% isan
instrument of knowledge; but their doctrine is emphatically
repudiated by Naiydyikas who regard =g as a quality of
the soul and capable of being perceived, while the direct
instrumentality of knowledge is assigned to mind which
being atomic is imperceptible. Hence in the definition given
in the text zfR is said to be knowledge itself, and not an
instrument of knowledge.

2. =g is, as V. V. rightly defines it, srafrorasamrea-
@, utterance of words for the purpose of communicating
ideas, and not smerfazwen®: as S. C. has it, for the latter is
too wide and would include involuntary actions, such as
walking in sleep, which are not prompted by knowledge.
Briefly speaking, g% is a property of the soul which
prompts articulate language ; or, in other words, it is thought
clothed in intelligible words. This invariable association of
g and =razTe makes the above definition too narrow, in as
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much as it does not apply to fAaEweaswre or mere sensation,
which is a species of cognition, but which can never be
expressed by articulate language. V. V. therefore modifies
the definition into FrEsETTERATFATTSSTHATAATTH, that is,
cognition is the quality having that s which characterizes
the efficient cause of the above kind of sggzr. Thus @T&-
FeqFTA, though itself not swTzTeeg, has the swragfger which
differentiates the sqggreg- ’

3. The definition of z{= given in the text is in many re-
spects more convenient in practice than

Other definitions.  scientifically accuate. The T. D. there-
fore supplies a better definition, srraTefteg~

geragrgEraeas. Cognition is said to be that knowledge

( stTer ) which becomes the subject ( smwr ) of the conscious-
ness ( srgsgaey ) having the form ¢ I know. ’ This requires

a little explanation. Perceptive knowledge according to
Nydye is acquired by going through three successive - steps,
viz. SFETREEY, Tta and RF=gaqry. When an object like a
‘jar is brought before ns, our organ of sight first comes into
contact with it, and carries an image of the object to the
mind which conveys it to the soul. This organ is called the
gegasraTm, cfficient cause of perception. This image is then
converted into a cognition or g having the form s we:

¢ this is a jar.’ This cognition (wezzre ) again being a
property of the soul, the Igo becomes wezmrary, Wwhich

' when combined with the ever present stgwm ¢ I am, ? results
!into the compound consiousness, FTFATEEART O TIHE
| st < 1 know » jar. ” This last consciousness is called sp-
. =Rty because it always follows sgsgray or simple cognition.
" Hence the cognition ¢ This is a jar (=d w=:) is said to
. become the subject matter of the consciousness ‘I know. ?
The peculiarity of this definition consists in the fact that
other scholastics, such as the Sdnkhyas and the Veddntins,
do not recognize the cognition sy wz: to be the segary of &
further srgsgawry, but give the name cognition to sgsgaam

- itself. The definition thus states a peculiar doctrine of

Nydya.

4. Another noteworthy definition of gfRy given in the
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Sapta-Padbriht of S'z'cddélg/c"w&d':"ya 18 ofremysry: wETST:, Which
the commentator Jinarardhana explains, smmabreriaTeER-

TEATIABIETE: TEIT ST SETCTHTAT T8 THTI FTIES,
knowledge is of the nature of light because it dispels the
darkness of ignorance and illuminates all objects to the
mind’s eye. The epithet srremrsre: means residing in the
soul as a property, and explains Annembhatta’s definition
of syrenT 88 FTATAETO, gig and Fra beivg of course synony-
mous. Praiastapdda detines g% merely by giving gaa@y,
e and geyw as its synonyms.”®

5. The wording of the definition iu four copies is differ-
o ent, being “¥gsvd 3% instead of “Fgdy-
sefead‘"g discus-  otqm; while two other eopies add o

after g: sjuite ununecessarily. The inter-
change of g« and af¥: has an importaut bearing on the
right understanding of the definition; for the other read-
ing is not only ambiguous, but is likely tu mislead some
into taking g% to be only one species of knowledge which
is sgaereg:. Asa matter of fuct mrw is an independent
predicate of g% intended to describe the exact nature of
cognition, and probably also to exelude the possibility of
gy being mistaken for the act or the instrument of know-
ledge. It contradicts according to 8. C. the doctrine of
Sdnkhyas that g or wgwex is o material element, produced
from goF and identical with ws=migzur the instrument of
knowledge. One copy of T. D. inserts zrgrzrm@srmEaeary
AR, but that is incorrect, as time cte. are excluded by
taking g as erwrameorgg. Another propriety of the word
Fw noticed by 8. €., wiz. that 3Ry here does not mean
excess of knowledge as in expressions sygwra ¥agw:, is
rather far-fetched. The expression is borrowed from Go-
tama’s aphorism, FIFgwIaEIRTaRaaai=av and is probab-
ly used as a hint to the student that Gofwma’s psychology
and logic are easily reconcilable with the system of Vai-
Seshika padirthas adopted in this book. Whatever may be

% P, B. Ben. ed, p. 171.
768 1,1, 18
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the cage it is evident that in this and in all the following
soctions of the book treating of the kinds and proofs of
knowledge the author is a consistent follower of Gotama
rather than of Kandda, and has attempted with consider-
able success to incorporate the Nydya doctrine of proofs
with the Vaiseshika system of paddrthas.

6. Cognition is of two kinds, remembrance and appre-
hension. Remembrance is defined as the

Divisons of eog- nowledge which is born of a mental im-
pression alone (€@ ). This deprris

that particular kind of it, which is called wraar and which
is defined further on ( Sect. 75 ) as being born of apprehen-
sion and causing remembrance. S0 WrFATHEEC IS properly
speaking the operation ( zgra ) which comes into existence
between the product =@, and its cause sgws. =mUR
is defined as gswTewed WA dacHegwa®:, that is, an inter-
mediate operation born of the cause and producing the thing
Jvhich is the effect of that cause. surqrz is therefore a sort
of intermediate link between the effect and its cause, which

often, as in this case of wyf@, is separated by a great
interval of time.

7. The insertion of mrer in the definition of w® hasbeen

N sharply criticised, and as strongly defend-
S"gfﬁfitw" of ed. The word, it is said, excludes seafiram
( reminiscence ) which is produced by

gegre but not by it alone, as a directZperception of the
object isalso an operating causein it. The difference between
gagragr and i@ cousists in the presence or absence of
~the thing recollected. When a man, for instance, who has
seen an elephant with a driver on its back, sees either the
elephant or the driver alone, he at once remembers the other
one, his knowledge is said to be remembrance, and is solely
due to the impression that had been left on his mind
since he saw the elephant with a driver on its back.
The thing which brings back to the mind the memory
of the absent object by the law of association is called the
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ggtyw (reviver ) of that wewre. In gerfigr ( reminiscence )
the object recollected is actually before our eyes, and the
novelty of the knowledge only consists in the identity of the
object now perceived with some one previously seen, as when
on seeing ¥xawr one recollects that it is the same ¥yzw whom
one saw before. Here the actnal perception of ¥gzw is as
much the cause of knowledge as the impression left on mind
by a former perception; and hence serfrgT is not ¥erRAE-
s+ but geqsraesaaeray. Several copies of T. S.and
T. D. omit #ry in the definition in the text as well as the
sentence in T. D. referring to it. S. C. appears to have had
both readings before him as he expressly prefers the one
with grsr. Other writers omit wys from the definition on
the ground that even without it the definition does not cover
gaTagT, because there the immediate cause of the segfargr is
not the previous impression, but the remembrance of the
identity of the thing ( say =%=zwar ) which is produced from
gxEr.® In a remembrance the impression is the immediate
cause, while in a reminiscence the impression produces re-
membrance of identity, and theu this remembrance of simple..
identity produces the reminiscence that that identity resided
in the object actually seen. Thus gegfdzr is not Wewrmaww
at all, and hence wrx is unnecessary. Nilakantha answers
this argument by simply remarking that the cause of sar@zr
is the impression of identity and not an intermediate remem-
brance. Another objection to the definition is that it is
srgrgg and will not cover ever wgfg which is not Herreams-
s=q7 but sgwawear also; but the sydws can be removed
either by taking sreg in the sense of wrarrstey or by constru-
ing the definition, as Nilakantha remarks, to mean sgara-
serey vt (and not grpmrweae Wiy ) WEEREegaw. Asto
geEredd which is also gepramastey it is excluded by gra.
8. The anthor defines wgwy as ‘all knowledge other than
remembrance,’ 7. ¢. all cognitions which are
newly acquired and are not repetitions of
former ones. The negative definition of srgwe in the text is

Apprehension.

*T K, Bom, ed. p. 6
28
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due to the fact that srgwry is a simple ultimate operation of
the mind which is at the Dbottom of all other mental opera-
tions, including even the act of defining. Besides, a defin-
ition of sygaws is really unnecessary, as by simply excluding @@
or repeated knowledge, the definition of gfy will also serve
for the residuum, that is sigwy. This and the subsequent
divisions and sub-divisions of gy are according to the
system of Goiama. The Vaiseshiko division is slightly
different and may therefore be profitably compared with that
given in the text. Praiastapida divides and subdivides

gy as follows:—*

°F
f!im alr"e?m
! [

I l | I, bl |
qEy ITEF iR WY w99 @udT @y wews
‘or ﬁcg \ﬁ', o
‘6
wisfiw amallsﬁv

l
wREe rarar"““l iy

Of these¥Tewis 1nference while er which is a kind of gegar
is the supernatural perception of Yogins. Others can be easily
identified with their corresponding varieties given in the text.

9. The three words g%, wgwer and wgyg are rendered into

. English by ¢cognition,” ¢apprehension ’
E%‘}ggs{;‘;’;‘f;‘g and ‘remembrance,’ because they are their
nearest equivalents; but the meanings of

the last two require to be clearly defined. Remembrance, re-
collection, and reminiscence, for instance, are analogous but
easily distinguishable. Remembranceis an idea which recurs

%

¢ P. B, Ben. ed. p. 172, ¢, seg,
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to the mind without the operation of an external object on
the sensory nerve, and isthus opposed to perception; while it
becomes recollection, if it is sought after and found with
difficulty and effort.* =g is remembrance as above defined
and probably includes recollection also, as Naiydyikas do
not seem to make a distinction between a spontaneousand an
artificial recollection. Remembrance as above defined may
seem to be concerned with impressions gained from perception
only; but there is no reason why a former inference treasur-
ed up in mind or an impression produced from a previous
remembrance should not be remembered as well ; and hence
wgra properly speakingis generaland comprehendsall impres-
sions however originally derived. Reminiscence isthe act by
which we endeavour to recall and re-unite former states of
consciousness, and is a kind of reasoning by which we
ascend from a present conscionsness to a former one. This is
akin to werfmr. Approfension is the simple knowledge of a
fact, and isan act or condition of the mind in which it
receives a notion of any olject.t Simple apprehemsion is
again divided into two kinds, incomplex and compler, which
respectively correspond to Na'yiyils Efipere and SlwsTH-
sttwr- This is not exactly the wman of Nydya, but it is very
nearit. Cognitionis knowledge in its widest sense, embracing
sensation, perception, conception, and notion. According
to Kant, cognition is the determined reference of certain
representations to an object; that is, to cognize is to refer s
perception to an object by means of a conception. A dog
knows his master, but does not coynize him, because it has
not the faculty of forming a mental conception of the mas.
ter. An absent-minded man secs an object, but does not
cognize it becanse his mind is not working to form a notion
of the object.f The Nuiydyikas cxpressed this idea by saying
that in an eygwer, the property of the external obiect must
become the grr of the corresponding cognition,

e

* Locke : Essay on ITuman Undersianding, Bk. U. ch, 19.
T Whately : Logic, Bk, II. ch. I, sec, 1.
+Haywood : Critigue of Pure Reason, p. 593,
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Secr. XXXV, ergere:

It (apprehension) is twofold: true and false. The true one is
the apprehension of a thing having an atiribute as possessing
that attribute and it is called Pramd; the false one is the
apprehension of o thing not having an attribute as possessing that
attribute, €. g. knowledge of silver in a conch-shell.

1. Apprehension is divided into right (guref) and wrong
( ergyret ), the first being usually called
Apprehension. gur and the second sywwT. FUTATHT Is a
correct apprehension in which the
object is cognized as it is (gyr watsdt aREs ). It is
defined wgfd qex®F: Which may be paraphrased as ggygar-
STEEATEE:, that is apprehension of a certain object pos-
sessing an attribute as possessing that attribute.
2. The words &3ryor, [F3rsw and g1y should be carefully
o noted as they constantly occur ip Nydya
MSWW;;’Q'W%W" works. When we see an object, the object
becomes the F¥resr of ourknowledge, while
the characteristic, which distinguishes that object and makes
it ‘what it is, is called the gtz of the same knowledge. Thus
- in the cognition, = wa:, gz the object of the cognition is
the fagrew, while gz the distinguishing property of gz is
the gt of the corresponding cognition. Hence the cogni-
tion awf wz: is defined as qraage @R UH-TTaUSRE, that is,
one which has a jar possessing the attribute jar-ness for its
object ( f&grew ), and has waex for its special characteristic
( w1 ). The use of this two-fold terminology is that while
the fasisy describes the form of the cognition, sgr distin-
guishes it from similar cognitions, asforinstance gz from
qzra. There is a similar distinction between frSrqur and
gFr. When we see a figgs, the quality of sfrg becomes a
g of the cognition of the blue jar, while the same quality
blueness is a fadrqur of the jar itself. Similarly in the cog-
'n1t1on T T, agglstbe Adryor of gz and the g™ of yegrar.
fatyur is the property of a material object, while g is the
.property of knowledge. .
3. The deﬁmtl(:fn of mwmﬁ‘ a’;qmssqq:__can there-
ore be paraphrased into gzeafairrs-gza-
maomé and Apra-  cotsgua, which in simple language
means that {in a right apprehension that
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same characteristic which marks the object must also be
the distinguishing property of its notion. Hence V. V.
remarks garaal (AErsyeay, meaning that the locative ag®@
denotes that the thing ( i. e. gz ) possessing ag ( {. ¢. gge)
is the object ( f@3rsg ) of the apprehension, which has the
same gg for its gw. All this can be briefly expressed by
saying that right apprehension is the knowledge of -an
object as it really exists. The opposite of this is sqwar,
namely, the cognition of a property ( @w®w®: ) in a thing
which does not possess that property (ewmgf® ). The cog-
nition of silver-ness in a thing which 7s silver is g@y ; while
the same cognition of silver-ness, if madeina mother-o’pearl
which is not silver, becomes zrwwr. The use of the quali-
fication gz1@ in the definition of gwr is made apparent in a
combined knowledge of two or more things. Suppose we
perceive gz and gz simultaneously and together, but in-
stead of cognizing w= as gz and gz as gz we take gz to be gz
and zice cersa. Here we have a knowledge which has both
wz and gz for its objects ( FErex ) and also weemr and gz
for its properties ( w1 ) ; but it is not a gur because gaey-
w1y belongs to the part-cognition which is waf@disgs and
vice versa. Hence the necessity of saying that the know-
ledge must be gesrrx with reference to the object itself (ag®).

4. A very subtle objectiou to the definition is suggested
and answered by T. D. The definition
applies to a cognition of gz when we can
interpret gg/@ as gEaTraEIo; but it can-
not apply to a cognition of waex itself as residing in a wa,
for weeg is not the syfEwor of 2 or any other thing ; so the
expression ggfa is meauningless in this case, and the defini-
tion will be ztzarg. The ditficulty can be avoided by tak-
ing agr® to mean geEFUATA, $0 that as uz isthe sn¥wwor of
TEeaEEIed, S0 gae 1s the sfasvor of gewemey, and the defi-
nition comprehends both. Similarly the definition of srgsy
is too wide as it will apply even toa right cognition, *This is
in unjon.” For conjunction being a partial ( ersarersi® )

Some objections.
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property, the same thing is always wdnmag as well as
Farnaaa ; and a cognition & gFrsft will be both wwr as
well as eywy.  But this is not so, for in a wrong cognition
the knowledge is obtained from a part where there isa
negation of sy, while in a right cognition the w¥wr is
knownto be onthe part having §¥rr. Again although athing
resides in another by €t and not gwsrw, its absolute
negation subsisting on the same substratum by ww=radsy
does not make it a wrong cognition.

All this scholastic subtility does not lessen even a bit the
inherentambiguity of the definitions. The practical difficulty
is, which of the many properties of a thing is denoted by
aw,and is therefore to be takenas the test of right apprehen-
sion. That theyare the gzar of gz and qaag of gz will of course
De the prompt reply ; but do gz and e, it may be asked,
convey any definite ideas apart from ga and gz ? We cannot
understand gzex or qzey unless we first know what gz or
gz is. How can then gzar or qzex become the test of judg-
ing the validity of the knowledge of gz orgqz ? It is said
that we see o wg= truly when we observe waegin it, but
properly speaking we cannot see gzex in the thing unless
we have first recognized the thing to be ga. It is not
easy to overcome this dilemma.

-

5. Other philosophers such as the Sdiklyas and the
Veddntins reject the Nydya definitions and define say as
AR AT [T s, o cognition having for its object
a’ thing that was not apprehended before and that is
never contradicted. smfawg excludes wgf@ and may be
owmitted if the definition is to apply to both right appre-
hension and right remembrance. wgfa also, according to
Annambhatie (see Sect. 65 infra), is divisible into zyref and
g, though its validity depends on other reasons; but
according to some Naiydyikas wgrq is of one kind only. As
to the three kinds of syzyratgws see Sect. LXIV and notes
thereon. There is no renson why the following four divisions
of swr should not also be applicable to srgaratgwa. Thus
there may bea wrong perceptive knowledge owing to defect of
organs and other causes, ora wrong judgment due to fallacious
reasoning, or a false analogy, or a misunderstanding of words.
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All these, it seems, will fall under the second division of
sraae, namely, fufr, unless of course they have the ad-
ditional characteristics of warg and w&.

Sgcr. XXXVI. srgaadss
Right apprekension is divided tnto four linds: Percept,
Judgment, Analogy and Verbal knowledge. The instruments
of these are also four, namely: Perception, — Inference, (om-
parison and Word or Language.

1. The superiority of Sanskrit terminology is proved

_ ~ here by the fact that except in the case of
ﬁ'g}‘?gﬁf’}f{;ﬁfwn segeT the same root supplies two distinet
and appropriate names, one for the instro-

ment, and another for the result of knowledge, while in
English we are often obliged to employ the same term for
both. Even in Sanskrit much confusion often results from
the ambiguous use of the word geger for both knowledge
and its instrument. I have therefore borrowed some new
terms from English logic, so as to provide ditferent naines
for each of these. Perception is commonly applied to
knowledge, its instrument, as well as the act of knowing;
but I have restricted it to the instrument only, or rather
the instrument in the. act of knowing; while a new term
Percept is used on the authority of Max-Miiller to denote
the particular notion acquired by perception.” The act of
reasoning is denoted by Inference, while the conclusion
reached is called Judyment, which according to DMansel is
‘¢ 8 combination of two concepts related to one or more
common objects of possible intuition.”t gqEM® and saaTE
are respectively rendered by dnalogy and Comyparison, the
latter denoting the act of establishing similarity between
two things, while the former implies the similarity so
established. There is no appropriate name for srrezzre,
¢authority ’ and ¢tradition’ which are sometimes employed

© Max Miiller: Science of Thought p. 20.
1 Mansel: Prologom. Loge. p. 60.



184 Tarha~Sangraha. [ smoT. XXXVI,

meaning quite different things. Verbal Knowledge and
Word are therefore used for srreesrra and srsx respectively.

2. The four varieties of g®t as well as their instruments
will be defined and explained later;
What is Pramana. but it will be useful first to examine the
general nature of garor. The aim of
Nyéya as that of all sciences being the attainment of truth,
a knowledge of ¢ proofs’ by which that truth is to be known
is necessary, according to the maxim wmrmdiar FTRAT:,
¢knowledge of the thing to be measured depends on a know-
ledge of the measure.” When we have once determined the
nature and limits of valid proofs, it is comparatively easy to
arrive at true knowledge by employing those proofs pro-
perly; or rather the latter function being beyond the pro-
vince of any art or science may be left to the judgment and
capacity of each individual. The greater part of Nydya
writings is therefore devoted to a consideration of these
proofs, and many controversies have raged respecting them
among rival systematists. The number of proofs has varied
greatly with different schools from one to nine, and all of
them have been equally tenacious in holding to their fav-
ourite theories. Annambhatta follows Gotama in recognizing
four proofs,” but the assignment of each to the four divi-
sions of gmr respectively seems to be his own improve-
ment. wavor (wHmasHara ) is defined in T. D. as gaveorm,
‘the instrument of right apprehension ’; but the definition is
rather vague, and inapplicable in those cases where the
proofs, though perfectly valid in themselves, lead to wrong
knowledge owing to extrinsic causes.

3. The definition given by the author is according to
some imperfect, as it mentiong only one function of a
proof, namely, garstasa ( production of gar ), and does not
comprehend its other function, Sraramrasear (determination
of the validity of the g@r). Another and a somewhat more -

accurate definition is gry=rsrT=fafcES AT TRIATRH, T ‘proof
is that which is always followed by right apprehension (=),

°G. 8. 1,1, 3.
T Sarv. D, 8, Cale. ed. p. 110
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and isunited with the appropriate organ and the receptacle of
knowledge, »iz. soul. Thus proof is first an invariable condi-
tion of g, and not merely the cause of war. wwyor has a
double function; it not only produces right apprehension,
but sometimes also tests its trath. Itisnottherefore sguraor
only, but garerzraF also; and so the definition garsTe is
more correct as comprehending both. The Naiydyikasare
QA ATRTOTATE: £. 6. they hold that the validity of a cogni-
tion is proved not by itselt, but by some other extraneous
means. The objection in their view is not therefore very
serious. gayor is neither soul, nor mind, nor the organs of
sense, for if it had been so there would have been no neces-
sity of its separate mention apart from these latter which
are already enumerated. The Mimdmsatas define gwyoy as
srafiTaTeineg, ¢ that which apprehends an object not known'
before; ” but this definition, says 8. C., is wrong because in
a long series of sensations of the same object, the first only
thereby becomes sar, while the succeeding sensations will
not be gar being wfgsrarsy. The Mimdmsaka's answer to this
objection is that each individual sensation isditferent from its
predecessor in as much as it was produced at a different
moment. The expression srafasra isintended to prevent wrear-
weErT being called the proof of wgvg. The Naiydyikas restrict
all proofs to syws or new cognitionsand call wrf mere repeti-
tions thereof caused by wwery from previous impressions.

4. Before proceeding further, it will be worth while to
. ‘ notice two varieties of knowledge recog-
Bi?j}‘_’t"’" and®  yized by Buropean logicians, which are
apparently left out of Naiyiyika’s classi-
fication of gz, namely, intuitions and deliefs. An intuition
is any knowledge whatsoever, sensuous orintellectual, which
is apprehended immediately, that is, without the instrumen-
tality of any sense or mental faculty. Axioms in Geometry,
and the notions of time, space and causality are such
intuitions, which do not come under any of the heads of
srguw of the Naiydyikas. Some of these are accounted for
otherwise, as by the recognition of time and space as
independent entities which are inferred from their effects.
The rest will be probably included under wgr® as teminiscen-
24
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ces of previous births retained by erze. The doctrines of
srzw and transmigration enable Indian philosophers to ex-
plain many facts that are incomprehensible to Western
thinkers. The other kind of knowledge that is apparently
left unnoticed is delief or fuith, which differs from cognition
in that it denotes ¢ those exercises of the mind in which
we believe in the existencs of an object, not now before us
and under immediate inspection. ”’* We often entertain many
notions which are not self-evident and yet which we do not
know to be positively true. These are beliefs. The Naiydyikas,
it seems, would include them, if authoritative, under sregz=,
and if not, under sigwr. In this way the classification of gfyg
may claim to be exhaustive.

Scr, XXX VIL weore.

An instrument is a cause which is peculior.

1. A gxor is defined as °a cause which is peculiar. ’
According to V. V., 8.C. and Nilakantha,

Proximate Cause. wmyereor is inserted to exclude general
causes stch as time and space; but this

does not seem to be the sole purpose of the word. The
word must also be intended to exclude other causes, such as
-the intimate and the non-intimate causes of a thing, which
are neither universal nor mwor. srqraTor is better paraphrased by
Nilakanthae as qiEEearaEa eI gaTITdRUEs, that is, < a
cause without which a desired effect will never be produced;’
but this also is notstrictly accurate. A sxoy properly speaking
is the immediate or proximate cause that gathers together
the scattered materials and gives final shape ta the product.
It is the cause which, other accessories being present, is
absolutely necessary for the completion of the effect. This
seems to be the meaning of sygryrwor here, which consider-
ably differs from the sense in which it is used in other
passages.t But even so much restriction is not sufficient to

* M’Coshe Intuitions p. 196,
T See Sec. 29, and the reading of several copies in Secs. 24-5-6-7.
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ensure perfect accuracy in the definition of var. For exam-
ple, zue is an sraTHTIW fAtdaswor of oz and is therefore its

FoT; but a oz in a forest tan never be the zxor of a wa,
although the definition would equally apply to it, as it is

potentially if not actually an efficient cause of gz. To exclude
gue in the forest, the ancient Naiydyikas inserted an additional
qualification =rrqrea<y &, 80 that only a =zueg, which is
actually employed in the act of producing a jar, is its =,
while a zuz in the forest having no sgrqre is excluded. sgrar
is defined by S. C. as z=facd® =& amegd A AATTAAE:,
that is, ¢ an operation Wﬁi(:h, not bsing a g=r, isthe product
of a thing ( ga ), and produces the etfect of that thing.
‘When an axe lops off a tree, the axe is the oy, the cutting
is the final product, and the contact of the axe with the
wood is the =mrare, because it is produced from the axe and
produces the cutting. The words s=iged® =@ are inserted
in the definition of =zgrgre to prevent an  intermediate
product ( megarag@s ). sueh a8 4 FarE, being Y,
although it is produced {row atvws and produces the jar.
So the complete definition of a mwor according to the
ancient view is saraRegETIet wo {. 6. ¢ a peculiar and
«operative cause. ’ T

2. This has given rige to an important controversy bet-
ween the ancients and the moderns. The

The modern view. latter disnpprove of the ancient definition
of <ur above given and propose one of

their OWn G@TARTIRSS TIC0E, /. ¢ ‘o cause which ig
invariably and immediately followed by the product. This
of course excludes zuz in the forest as well as all universal
and -special causes, which are not necessarily and immedi-
ately followed by the cifect. The dilference between the two
views is not merely verbal bnt fundamental, for quite
different things are designated zmor according as we accept
either of the definitions. The definition of the ancients
requires the sur t0 be =qrareaa; and therefore 'stn(ltly speak:
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ing it must always be a substance in which actions and

qualities that constitute a =xrary may inhere; while according
to moderns it is this =grare itself which becomes the swur
as it is even more proximate to the effect than the material

sor of the ancients. When an object for instance .is visible
the organ of sight comes into contact with the object. This
contact ( TEETTTAFY ) is the =amary, and the organ of sight
would be the %oy in the act of perception according to the
ancients ; while the moderns would call the wfa®y itself
the wor, as the ww ( percept ) immediately follows from
it, but is not necessarily produced from zi®gw. In an infer-
ence the ancients are rather inconsistent in calling Rrg=a
or sgrfaTa the Hwor of exgAf; since, being a cognition /. e.
a guns, the {rw cannot properly speaking possess a =gare
which is either guna or farma and as such can inhere in a
substance alone. In srgf@fer the qorwaf is called the =grqre by
the ancients, and the sor by the moderns. Anotherinconsis-
tancy of the ancient view is that on the analogy of weyay
there is no reason why mind should not be the swor of
srgfata instead of =avfa; and mind being also the mxur of
gERTaY, AqAa and araggagesyr would be confounded.
These are some of the reasons which make the moderns
reject the definition =qrqreag and define a oy as simply
REERTEAeswR or more briefly wg=args, that is, one which
is invariably associated with the wm. This difference of
definitions results in the important distinction of the =rrqre
of the ancients becoming the wxur of the moderns; while the
%ot of the ancients merges, according to the modern view,
into the general category of simple causes.

3. The original notion of a Fxur seems to be that convey-

o . edin Kedava Misra’s definition wrasmag
feroerz:ggwf the dif-  rvat, which is explained as gxe HrI, &

cause par excellence.* Many cansescontri-

bute to produce an effect but some of themare related to the

effect more closely than others. Of two murderers one

% T. B, Bom. ed. p. 10,
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who strikes the blow has certainly a greater share in the
murder than the other who simply holds the vietim. Some
causes are most active and also most essential in production,
while others simply aid it. The horse which draws the car-
riage is certainly more efficient than the wheels which only
facilitate motion by lessening friction. These are causes
pre-eminently so called, and are distinguished from other
causes by the special name gyor. The g%, pre-eminence of
the #vor, is therefore said to consist in its activity or effici-
ency (sgrqrea<a). Hence a xur came to be defined as sqrqmR-
FeETeor. Bub here comes another difficulty. The definition
sqTqTea 18 obviously inaccurate since it applies to an agent
also who is by far the most active in the production, but
who is not called a gvur. Somehow or other the notion of an
instrument or means is involved in that of gyor, and the
agent therefore ought to be excluded. Hence in discussing
the definition of gmror as gaTETw, Aviare Miire remarks
FeETE qATAR TATT TRTGTAR A TOTAT § RANeFaT Tar-
ARARFETEARNE T F000,~ that is, swfEesm sEwd (im-
mediate production ) constitutes the w®§ of a =wor, and this
is found only in the case of zfezgafaEy. Other efficient
causes, such as the knower and the object of knowledge are
not called #xur even though they may be zgrareag because
the result is not produced even if they exist. Thisrestriction
of sxor necessarily led to the abandonment of ==y, and
the substitution instead of wfFws3w Fr&Targ®er, or more
accurately werdnrsmaRgwa, o5 a definition of swor. But
this farther restriction went too far, as it exclued organs
of sense, and in fact all instruments from the class of xur.
The moderns boldly accepted this as an sgrar®, but the an-
cients could not assent to it as the idea of mwur was inextri-
cably involved in their mind with the notion of an instru-

ment. They therefore satisfied themselves by retaining
zTarea<y and excluding the agent expressly by inserting in
the definition of gwrar some such limitation as sgwaasaT-

ATA TR AT AAE AT |qia. SATCAT OF THTAT i8 ex-

# T, B, Bom. ed. p. 26.
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cluded because he is the sysrawomr (¢ ¢. the cause) of
many other effects besides a gwr which is a species of srgwa
(srg—sri@ ). This is the gist of the controversy about =wur,
which has fariously raged between the ancient and modern
Naiyayikas.

4. The two views being thus distinct, the question
naturally occurs which of them is adopt-

Author's view. €4 by Amnmambhatta. Before answering
this question, it is necessary to discuss

the reading sgTqMaZwTIO FT07 FOH, Wwhich occurs in
most of the copies of the text, but which has been for
various reasons rejected in this edition. Although =grareag
is necessary to complete the definition, it

Sﬁi"'e“di"f’ discus- {5 almost certain that the word did not
exist there originally. The Pratikas in

T. D., N. B., 8. C. and Nil. prove that the definition began
with emgrgreor; while the fact that both 8. C. and Nil. ex-
pressly quote syrieaegTeon a8 an ancient substitute for s-
/OOt FTeory shows that in their opinion at least sgrareas
did not form part of Annambhatta’s definition. Besides if it
had been therc the author ought to have defined =grqr and
explained the propriety of sgrareaq either in the text or in
the commentary, which he does not do. One Ms. no doubt
inserts the words gsteaey wid asregsTa®r sgmare: after the
definition of gzor in the text; but the addition is clearly
spurious; and the readingsof N and Y are equally unauthenti-
cated. In Sect. 41 again, the author repeats that srgramor-
gy alone is e without mentioning sgrqmas, while in
Nect. 47 he calls @Fgarrasr itself the wvor of sg@f, al-
though it cannot be so according to the definition =grqm-
Fg. DBut as if not wishing to leave the point in any
doubt, the author himself, in the Dipik4 on Sect.
47, quotes =grqregeETTol as a distinet view which bhe
disapproves, remarking emphatically Fraga was qUAIRT
FHrofeard.  Ou the other hand, at the end of Sect. 43 he as
emphatically declares gf@zg to be the mwor of wegsy which
can only be truc if we accept the ancient definition. Simi-
larly he calls wrzzasra the wwor of 3Iqfn®, and mentions



y
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faesraTRaTSeRTor as a distinet syyare. In the case of sr=zza
again he seems inclined to prefer the modern doctrine.

5. The question therefore which view was accepted by
Annambhatte must still remain involved in doubt. I’robably
he had formed no decisive opinion on the point, and was
wavering between the two conflicting views. That there is
a clear inconsistency between his calling on- the one hand
greew and grzsamra the gor of gerer and so@ETF respectively
and on the other his preference for gxrmzr as the mvor of
srwfa is undeniable; but it is hard to belicve as some have
supposed, that such a glaring inconsistency was due to an
oversight of the author. Most probably he was fully consci-
ous of it, and accepted it as inevitable in an elementary
treatise like the present, which, being intended for begin-
ners, preserved as much consistency and accuracy as was
compatible with simplicity and clearness. If Le had accepted
either of the two views in fofo, he must necessarily have
launched into the coutroversy as to the comparative merits
of the rival views, which from its subtility and intricacy is
quite beyond the capacity of beginners. e followed the
ancient view in weger and Iqi@AfE, because it was more easily
comprehensible by beginners, while by accepting wwrersr to
be the mvuor of srgfafa, he certainly made his treatment of
inference simpler, more rational and more methodical.
Thus practical expediency rather thuu theoretical consis-
tency seems to have weighed with the anthor in his aceepting
different doctrines in different places. That he purposely -
did this seems evident from his employment of such a
vague word as sygrareer in the definition of grar aud the total
absence of any allusion to sgrareae either in the text or in
the commentary of the present section. This omission must
have been deliberate, for the controversy about zgrqreag had
raged furiously, and was too important to be passed over
through inadvertancy by such a carefal writer as slaram-
bhatta. The conclusion seems irresistible that he purposely
used an ambiguous word like stgrareor which might apply to
either of the two views of gvor.

.
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Secr. XXXVIIL o,

A cause is one that invariably precedes the effect.

1. The definition of wvor having referred to a =yxur, the
latter is now defined as ¢ one that Invari-

Cuuse. ably ( o ) precedes (gaa® ) its effect
(#@ ). ' That a canse must precede its

effect is evident, for otherwise it will not be a cause. T. D.
remarks that gfgfr is inserted to exclude e itself. But

all antecedent things are not necessarily causes. The pot-
ter’s ass that carries the earth of which jars are made, pre-
cedes the jar, but it is not an invariable antecedent, for earth
can be brought in hand or in a cart, and so the jars can be
made withont the aid of the ass. Hence the word fFure is
inserted to exclude all but invariable antecedents.

2. The definition in the text is not however sufficiently ac-
curate, and hence T. D. addsanother qualification sraegar-
fAg® |1@, which means ¢ provided the antecedent thing is
not connected with the effect too remotely. > The father of
the potter for instance invariably precedes the jar, for
without him the potter would not be born, and without
the potter there could be no jar; but the potter’s father and
all his ancestors are not causes of the jar. Again while guz
is the cause of the jar, the guzgwey is not, although it is as
much an invariable antecedent as the guz itself. To exclude
these the limitation sya=oram@s is added, so that all things,
which though invariably preceding are not immediately
connected with the effect, are excluded. S. C. paraphrases
the definition as mﬁma'r (sraggwifaey) ggf: (Faaroria:)
T TAAT- rmmr%r'er is explained as sraRATHFTEETITA
FEEY FoAW, (- ¢. ¢ existence in the same place as the
effect at the moment immediately preceding its production.”
This will exclude the ass, the potter’s father and even
the smugeer gow if necessary ; but zveww and FovsawT@
would still come in, and can be excluded only by a
separate qualification such as swegun@s. Accordingly
V. V. sums up the complete definition of wwur as fRuarea-



sgor. xxxvim. | Fotes. 198

AMEGAAF TR P AT RIS AP (AFOGR(EIT=
ATATI - A TRaTA TS s FaHaq Feora.  The whole of

this long and terribly involved expression means nothing
more than that a cause must be invariable (faae ), must not
be too remote (srerumEgfisr) and must not be the countere
entity (wfaAIRETAT=SgEarag ) of & negation (stwr) that

resides in the place of the effect ( FraTfimRuEIIARRATITAT
7 ) at the moment immediately preceding production (#rat-

srafeagteroraisge ). All these circumlocutions have no
doubt their use in the Nydya system, but the whole defini+

tion does not after all amount to much more than Mill’s
definition of a cause as ‘an unconditional and invariable
antecedent ’.

3. The word staegqias being thus necessary to complete
the definition of oy, it may be asked
why it is omitted in the text of this edis
tion, especially when it is found in almost
all copies. The reasons for dropping smeruniyrg from the
text are not indeed as strong as those for omitting sgrqreag
from the preceding definition, but they are sufficiently cogent
to warrant the guess that the word did not originally exist in
the text but was probably added afterwards by the Dipikd.
The reading in the text is taken from four authentic Mss.
as being what the author probably wrote at first. Five
copies prefix sm=aeTigg to the definition, while two others
read sFeTATIGE QTa and FF sFaqriafg R |iq respect
tively before fra etc. InJ,the oldest of the Mss. available, the
word is absent in the body butisadded in the margin by a later
dorrector. V. V.and 8. C. appear to take siaegum@g as part of
the definition s but N. B. is ewdently of the contrary opinion,
{ts remark IETSTFANTRGATT 78 FROGAN AagAas shows
ing that it did not find the words in the original. Any
doubts on the point however should be removed by the s#rs
in T. D. which is the same in all copies and which shows
that the definition began with the word #rf: Besides the
wording of T. D: smewum@gs waita fasryung also imiplies
that the words were added by the commentary and did not
25

A Reuading dise
cussed.
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stand in the text at first. The different readings of
E and H also bear a very close and therefore suspicious
resemblance to the remark in T. D., and suggest the infer-
ence that they were inserted into the text from T. D. by
some later copyist to supply the imperfection of the original
definition, It may therefore be presumed that the word
AR was at first left out of the definition of s,
either inadvertently or purposely as being too obscure for
the easy comprehension of beginners, and the omission was
supplied by the author himself in the Dipikdé which is
evidently intended for advanced scholars. Later copyists
however, who could not bear to see the definition in a
standard book being so palpably imperfect, tried to supply
the omission from the commentary and supplied it differently.

4. wegaiag is the opposite of sregum@g, which means
‘proved to be antecedent through another,’

_that is, a thing the antecedence of which

is due to the antecedence of another thing
to the effect. Roer translates the word strran@s by ‘super-
fluous causality,” probably oun the authority of some
writers who explain srramiarg as denoting u cause which is
not necessary for the production of effect.* But this view
is wrong as will appear from the following quotation from
8. C., which, after explaining sromires as maﬁzmqj
AT OF FIEEWT aegeaad, remarks ¢ BiRyg ara’srmava‘
IR OF TR AEAATATRE T9T Wﬂ% EW-
et AT TERers® rerEdea Al
SRR SrasrraTEaTTATe Y g a5, a9 | qUSERT
FranagrarR:.”’ The argument of 8. C. is that sraurnag
18 not merely a cause that is unnecessary for production, but
everything that accompanies a necessary antecedent; others
Wise gugEwita will not be st asitis quite necessary for

Propriety of the
qualification.

* Roer’s trans. of B P. Bibl. [ p. 10,
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the production of a jar, because without zveay there will be
no oz and consequently no gz also. Roer’s rendering is
therefore incorrect and the word really means ¢a thing
which is proved to be antecedent ( canse) to the effect,
through another or because it accompanies another, ’ that
is, a secondary cause deriving its character through the
primary and real cause. :

-

5. T. D. mentions three varieties of these ¢ secondary
antecedents, ’ which Annambiatia, says Nilakantka, borrow-
ed from Guaigesa, the author of Tattva-Chintdmani
viz:i— (1) first, the things that are connected by
gaTaEay with sreor, and are therefore antecedent to
effect through it, as for instance the gvgew and a=gex, which,
being intimately united with a=g, are antecedent to its effect
g=; (2) secondly, the things that are antecedent to srur, and
are therefore g fortiori antecedent to the effect, such as the
potter’s father who being anterior to the potter must be
antecedent to the jar also, or as ether which is antecedent
to a jar, because it is the intimate cause of the word gz that
always precedes the thing g=; (3 ) and thirdly, all other
concomitants of gxur that are not connected with it by aw-
a1, such as gqamTarey Which is not the cause of wey, al-
though in a baking jar or a ripening mango it co-exists with
srexsrrraTe which is the real cause of srey. This classification
does not claim to be exhaustive, and in fact, the first two

classes are obviously included in the last.

6. Others mention five varieties of sr=rurirg which are
thus summed up by Visvandtha:—

A7 we g (1) o 71 35 (3) |

w=F qfR wFTE T g T (3) U

TAF OfF HAaaTATRAE T T8 13a (4) )

ARARFAATT TEIREATIEIIAET (9)
And these are illustrated thus:—

T THTFTATIGT JUSE@NEFAGH |
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TITE FUSTHATE BATAG Fas U

FATI"g WA FSTSATRISTE |

HET NS S asTTaIg R i

Of these the first two correspond to the first class of

Annambhatta, the third and fourth to his second class, and
the fifth to his third. The splitting of the first two varisties
mentioned in T. D. is based on minute distinctions between
the illustrations which are of no special importance. swyer-
f&g being thus described and its need to complete the
definition being proved, an objection may be made to the
retention of the word ff=rg in the definition of Hror as its
purposs is served by the last kind of syrgarRT, the
instance gry coming under that head. Rga is not however
useless, for, though an individual ass may be AFATAZ a8
regards a particular oz, frewey in general is not so with
respect to gzex, and hence @aw is necessary to exclude it.
It may also be pointed out that the word ar-q-m is
too vague and general, and faga helps to make its meaning
more definite.

Secr. XXXIX, s,

Effect is the counter-entity of antecedent negation.

1. Asthe definition of cause is framed in terms of the
effect, we cannot fully understand it unless

Bffect. we know what effect is. Effect is therefore
defined as a thing that is the counter-

entity of ( its ) anterior negation ; in other words an effect
is that which has a beginning. grrwry will be subsequently
explained as the negation of a thing before it comes
into existence ; and so, to say that an effect has a grrag
is tantamount to saying that it has a bevmnmg(:ﬂn‘&)
and is not eternal. Eternity may however be limited on
both sides, past and future, of which past non-eternity
alone corresponds to srdey. Both grrwrs and sy are non-
eternal, but wie ha.vingﬁa beginning but no end is Ty,

* B. P, 1821,
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while gy having an end but no beginning is not wwf.
Hence #rf is defined as the gfagnfr ( contradictory ) of

IEIATS.  §WTTT IS not & &1, as it cannot be a g@RAIRH
of itself.

2, Now what is a qfgasft ? The idea of a qfgdysft is one
of those conceptions which are more easy
to understand than to define ; and conse-
quently various definitions of sf&afrar
are given according to the standpoints from which the
writers view it. sgfagifear is no doubt a relation ; but how
can there be any relation between existence ( wrs ) and non-
existense, between a thing and no-thing ? sty however is
an independent entity according to Nydya ; and hence this
relation is possible. Besides gfgafitar is not an objective
connection between two external things; it is truly speak-
ing a purely subjective relation existing between the sub-
jecive notions of those things. Though the things may be
non-existent and immaterial, their notions are real enough
to allow a relation between them. Thus an srwrg may be
pure negation, but the notion of =pars is positive and really
exists in the mind ; and it must therefore have some

external object to which it corresponds. srary itself can-
not be this object because it has no positive existence ; and
hence this object by which the notion of eywry is produced
and is to be explained must be found among the six positive
paddrthas. That wrawgred therefore by which a particular
notion of s is_expla}ined is called the giggwft of that
onire. A g is thus called the qfgaft of g=rare, and gz of
=TT, because the notions of those two negations depend
for their existence on the prior knowledge of = and q=
respectively. This is one kind of sfgai@tardsy, and is call-
ed fawger ( opposition ). Another kind is called @fEwa
and exists betweenathing and itsattribute, orrather between
two objects and the relation between them, as for instance,
when we say that a face is like the moon, moon is the
gfagnef of the wrewwgeaey residing in gw. In this case

What is a Prati-
yogin.
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also the notion of grzzw depends on the prior knowledge
of the moon, but this wf=ifvar differs from the former
in having a corresponding external object. The first
wfrfar is o relation between two things of which one
exists and the other does not, while the second lies between
things which are both positive and existing. The first may
be called contrariety as that between gz and gzraTT; the
gecond co-existence as that between moon and its attri-
bute the wrezT, meaning of course those qualities which
it has in common with gw. Similarly the thing in rela-
tion to which this wf=n@ar is spoken of is called the
erganf of the relation. Thus gw of which the likeness
to the moon is predicated is the smanir of the wrzsw;
while the e of which warary is likewise predicated is
called the srganfy of that sprg. Now wz is wigwwft of
gagmrars; and gz of gEgmrwTas SO T in general is the
wfkanfr of the gprars of all products, that is of grrary
in general.

3. The definition of mra given in the text involvesa
very important principle which is one of
the cardinal doctrines of Nydya philoso-
phy, and which, as having been the
subject of bitter controversy, requires some notice. The
doctrine is that an effect is non-existent before production,
and is quite distinct from its cause. This apparently
éimple doctrine, involving as it does many wider issues,
sharply divides the Nydya—Vaiseshika from other schools
of philosophy, and is as a matter of fact the keystone of
its realistic philosophy. There are four principal theories
of causation accepted by different Indian philosophers,
which are thus summed up by Mddhavdchdrya:— ¢ zx Frd-
PO TGAT @AY AR | F6q: GOAGA R QEar
FETEA | AATAFET: FarsEssad 3| | agnean: |§ar fas
FEAAE 7 g TG WA | TEEAT: T8 Q@ goenga a1

The theory of
Causality.

.o

.o

* Sarva—D. S, Cale, ed, p, 147,
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While the Bauddhas hold that a real effect 'is produced
from an unreal cause, that is, from absolute non-existence,
the Veddntins maintain the opposite view of the reality of
the cause and the total unreality of effect. The Naiydyikas
and Sdnthyas accept the reality of both cause and effect, but
while the latter hold both of them to be always and simul-
taneously existing, the Naiydyikas consider the effect to be
non-cxisting before creation. In the Baudha system, creation
is the production of a ¢hing out of nothing;in Nyiya it is
the production of a ne¢ew thing out of an old ones in Sdnkhya
it is merely the evolution of the latent properties of the cause
itself'; in Veddnta it is a mental conception only, and corres-
ponds to no actual change in the cause itself.

4. The Bauddha view is opposed to the celebrated Aristo-
" telian maxim Exz nikilo nikil fit, and has
been severely criticised by all orthodox
schools,* while the third, ziz. the Veddntic
view being involved in the general doctrine of Méyd stands by
itself. The bitterest controversy has raged between the
Sénkhyas and the Naiydyikas, as regards their particular
views, namely, the gegraarg and the sygeprdaTs as theyare re-
spectively called. The ANydye view is admirably summed
up in Annambhatta’s definition of e, that an effect being
the qf@@nft of grnwra in general is totally non-existent before
creation.

Realism and
tdealism.

5. The gepraarg of the Sdnklyas as well as the argu-
ments by which it is supported are thus summarized in
Livarakrishna’s tenth Kdrikd :—

HFHZHFIONE, JUTSTATEON, FIEFALTIETT
THET TFTECOTE, FIOTATITT, TeHTaa T

Five reasons are given for rejecting the Nydya doetrine of
non-existent effect, and holding that the ctfect does exist
latently in the cause, even before creation. First, that which

* See S'ankara. on Brakm. Sit. 11, 2,-26.
¥ Sdikhya-T. K. 10,
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does not exist can never be created, for a blue celour cannot
be changed into yelloweven by a thousand artizans. Second-
ly, the material cause is always found associated with the
effect, as sesamum with oil ; and as there can be no associa-
tion with a non-cxisting thing the effect must be exist-
ing in its causc. Thirdly, if it be said that a cause might
produce an effect even though totally unconneccted, any-
thing can be produced from anything for there will be no
reason to determine that a particular effect shall be produc~
ed from a particular cause only; while asa matter of fact
we find this to be actually the case, and hence the effect
must be pre-existing in the cause. Fourthly, if it be main-
tained that an unconnected cause produces the effect owing
to some inherent faculty in itself, is this power or faculty,
it may be asked, connected in any way with the effect ? If
it is, then it is as much as saying that the effect pre-exists
in the cause; while if it is not, the previous difficulty
recars as t0 how a particular effect only is produced
from the power. Lastly, as cause and effect are of the same
nature, one cannot be always existing while the other ig
non-existent, Both of them ought therefore to co-exist. All
these arguments can be summed up in one objection against
the Nydya doctrine that if the effect is totally distinet from
the cause there can be found no determiniug principle to
establish the relation of causality betwcen the two things,
and the doctrine will approximate to the Bauddhe view
that the effect is produced from nothing. This may be
the reason why the followers of Nydya-Vaideshika are often
taunted as being sr§Ram3r® (Semi-Buddhists ) by their orthos
dox opponents. And as the Bauddha doctrine is opposed to
nature, Nydye theory also must berejected ag having the same
tendency.

6. The chief argument by which the Naiydyikas
defend their view is that unless effect is supposed to
be quite distinet fiom its cause we cannot account for the
obvious difference between the two, A gz must be some=
thing different from its constituent parts,for otherwise it would
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not be gz at all. The same atoms can be used to make a jar
and a saucer; and if cause and ef*’ect are unot distinet, Loth
gz and grerr will be idevticn] with ¢l atoms, and faerelove
will be identieal with eacu other aceording to tie axiom
that things equal to the same th ing are equal to one another.

But a gz is certainly not a zrery, for it has a certain form or
shape ( wegafrarfam=s ) which is not found in the latter. The
Veddanting who hold gegraarr avoid this difficulty by deny-
ing the axiom itself. Again the particular shape (mwafrar-
B of a jar, or srarafFaraawega=y of a piece of cloth, ) is
not found in the parts eithier separately or collectively.
Whence does it come tien? It cannot be said that it does
exist latently in the cause, and that production isnot.ing
but its manifestation; for this manifestation irsels, beizg an
effect, must itself nave existed previnusly, Tue wrenwEiy
and all other properties wkiich distinguish a gz frowm its
parts must there/ore Lave been newly produced. As tie
KNydya theory of exwemrd Las a tendency to the Dudduistic
nikilism { sregarg ), the Sdaltlya doctrine of grpra or 1forg
ultimately merges into the p‘mnthexs'n (f&a& or wrgrary ) of
the Veddntins. Tian effect is materinlly indistines from
the cause, its special properties must be reul or unreal. If
real, they must have been newly produced (as the Na'ydyitas
say ), or only manilested; in the Iatter case their manifesta-
tion will require another manifestation, and so un ad infin-
itum. 1f the properties are unreal, they can be ouly
notional, and attributed to the eiect by a subjective error
( sregrw ), which is the docurine of fAa&. Thus the contro-
versy ends practically in a draw, and the problem remains
insoluble. e

7. A little consideration will suffice to show that the
sraegETaarg isthe basis of Realism, while wepriary iuevitably
leads to all sorts of Ideal and Pantheistic theories. All the
important conceptions of Nydya, such as those of atoma,
God, souls, Samuzdya, Visesha and Abkir s wiil be found, if
properly analyzed, to depend ultimately on this fundamental
doctrine of non-existent effect, aund it was therefore to be
wished that the anthor had said somefhing about it in the

26
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text. But he probably avoided all reference to it, as being
too intricate and controversial for beginners. A student
however can never clearly understand the Nydya-Vaiseshika
systems, unless, he has thoroughly grasped their peculiar
view of causality.

8. It is of course needless to point out that the cause

' over which this controversy has arisen is

The instrumental  the material cause, or gurgTs as it is gene-
and non-iniimate .

causes. rally called. As to the instrumental causes

there is mno difference of opinion, while

the non-intimate cause is not recognized by any systematist

except the Naiydyikas. This last is an arbitrary assumption

necessitated by the Nydye theory of causation and is inse-

parable from it.

9. The recognition of a non-intimate cause has made the
Nazydyikas liable to a severe attack by
their usual opponents, the Mimdinsakas
who advocate gmprdarz. The arguments
on both sides of this controversy are so strong and cogent
and yet so irreconcilable, that ome is inevitably led to
suspect that, as both cannot be right, both of them must be
wrong. It is not easy to find out where their error lies, but
the fact that so much philosophical subtility should have
been spent without advancing a single step naturally sug-
gests the inference that they must have misunderstood the
question altogether, or must have been seeking for the true
solution in a wrong direction. This is partially true, but
partially only, for as a matter of fact the difficulty of get-
ting a right solution is to a considerable extent inherent in
the subject itself. The chief cause of the error of these
Indian schoolmen appears to be their want of a true Induc-
tive method by which alone the true notion of causality

could be attained. Instead of determining the nature of
< causatlon ag it is actually found in the world outside, they
started from a limited expﬁxence and began to analyze their
own a prior: notions of cause and “effect. Of course this

The controversy
about causation.
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deductive reasoning they earried to perfection, but it could
not avail them very far. The result has been that though
the subsequent speculations are good specimens of correct
logic, the preliminary notions on which they are based
remain crude and often groundless. Thus, while the defini-
tion of a wrxur is guarded on all sides from the usual three
faults of a definition by carefully chosen qualifications,
no attempt is made to explain the fundamental notions
involved in it.

10. A cause forinstance is said to be that which is not sy=rur-
farg. But what is erererfirg ? No aceurateand comprehensive
definition of the word is given, and the classification too is
merely illustative and not exhaustive ; so that we are ulti-
mately left to our own unaided intuition to discover whether
a particular thing is a true cause or is swyurn@g. The
potter’s father is declared to be serurfas, but what about
the potter himself ? The doer or agent is nowhere expressly
mentioned as a cause; the potter therefore must be either
the ffaawwor of gz like a guz, or must be sraury. An

i intelligent agent is required to set the
particles in motion, and as the motion
is the immediate cause of the produet,
the agent may in one sense be said to become sr=rur-
farg by this intervention of the motion. But the agent is
commonly received as a cause, and oftentimes the most
important cause. He is in fact the most indispensable
cause ; and yet, strange as it may seem, he is classed along
with inanimate and often optional means such aszue
and srm. The difference between an intelligent agent and
other causes does not seem to have weighed much with the

Agent,

Naiydyikas.

11. Again the distinction between material and instrumental
) causes is not made quite clear. A jaris
The material and 1046 of particles of eartl that are held

instrumental caus- .
es. together by water by means of a peculiar

property in it named ®g. Is this water an gurgr or ﬁﬁ:@-—
Fwur only ? Properly speaking it should be the first, for it
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is ingeparabls from the jar. The jar will weigh something

ver and above the particles of earth composing it, and the
excess is unguestionably the weight of the water. The water
shonld therefore be a3 munch a gagriarsTen 28 the earth; and
yet the ZVaiyiyitas appear to inclnde it amoug instrumental
canses. Slm larly in every product formed by the combina-
tion of severa! ingredisnts it iy absurd to eall one material
and the others instrameantal causes only ;batthe Nalydy:kas
nowhere recognize the possibility of several intimate causes
for“1 ng one product. Perhaps they may silently acgniesce in

t; but the fact is positively irreconcilable with the rival
theory of wasrdars. According to this latter doctrine, thejar
must before creation be Intent in both its makerinl causes,
namely earth and water ; bug how is this possible, when the
two ingredients might have perhaps been separated by
hundreds of miles. The earth of the Himalayas and the
water of the Ganges might go to form a jar which counld
not have certainly existed at one time in both those places.
If this is the case with mechanical mixtures, much greater
difficulties will occur in what we now call chemical combi-
nations where the properties of the constituents and often-
times the constitnents themselves are either disgnised or

completely transformed in the process of production.

12. The above-mentioned objections are after all super-
ficial and can be removed by speculative artifices. But there
are others which lie deeper, and which strike at the very
foundation of both the rival theories. The common assump-

. tions which seem to underlie these theo-
Jio) Rere the error e is that every effect has one cause
and that there is invariable concomitance

between the two ; but this is not warranted by experience.
Tue disturbing influence of what Mill calls Plurality of
causes and intermixture of effects, has been totally ignored
by Indinn systematists, and consequently their theories
have oiten been at marked variance with observed phenomena.
The same effect may be produced from several alternative
causes, while the same number of ingredients differently



SECT. XXXIX, ] Notes. 205

combined might produce totally different products. Heat for
instance may be produced either by friction or by electricity;
and therefore neither can be the cause of heat according to
the Nydya definition of a cause, as neither isinvarialbly (FReg)
antecedent (gaEiR) to the wrd. Perhaps the Naiydyits will
include both friction and electricity among efficient canses
which may be optional, or he will call them s=aan@g, the
vibrations of particles by either being the real proximate
cause of heat; but that will not improve hLis position very
much. Besides while the two controversialists have confined
themselves to material causes they have not given much
attention to the efficient ones which are generally us impor-
tant as, if not often more so than, the material causes. The
controvergy- has been in fact carried ou more on speculative
than on practical gronnds; and consequently the resalt also
has been barren. Bacon’s strong condemnation of the sehonl-
men of medeival Hurope applies in a great mensure to their
prototypes, the Indian systematists.

13. The real difficalty of the solution lies in the metaphy-
sical conception of causality, which when analyzed resolves
itself into mere sequence of things or successive events.
Kant’s explanation ofthe insolubility of this problem is that
the conception of causation is intuitive like those of time
and space, and cannot be proved by reasoningasit is anterior
to and isitself in fact the basis of all process of reasoning.
The Veddntins alone of all Indian systematists appear to
have sufficiently grasped this idea of causality, and have
expressed it in their own way by calling grfa, an srin@a or
spegeaas. The realism of the Nadydyikas preventsthem irom
accepting auy such view.
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Secr. XL, mreamf
Cause is of three hinds, ¢ intimate,’ ¢ non-intimate’
and ¢ instrumental ’ or ‘officient.’ The inti-
The three Causes.  mafe cousels ‘that in inseparable union with
which the effect is produced,” as the threads
are of thecloth orthe clothis of the colour onit. The non-intimate
cause is one which is inseparably united inthe sume object either
with the effect or with the ( intimate ) cause,as the conjunction
of threads is of the cloth, or the colowr of threads is of the
colour of cloth. A cause different from both these is an ins-
trumental cause, as the shutile or the loom.
1. The threads constitute the intimate or material cause of
the piece of cloth, because the latter is
Intimate cause.  connected with the former by intimate
union ( gHIAH = WIYIAATT FHATTEFIFA
grargw ). Similarly the colour in the piece of cloth being a
quality resides in it. by wwars ( Sorg@Ey: wwETT: ), and
hence the piece of cloth is the intimate cause of the colour.

All constituent parts of a substance and all substances are
intimate canses of their products as well asinhering qualities

and actions respectively. The substratum is deemed a cause
in the latter case because the qualities and actions cannot
exist without it.
2. The non-intimate cause is a link as it were between
o the initimate cause and the product. It is
o on-intimate of two sorts. One is intimately connected
with the material cause, and is thus yarar-
f@wor with the product. The conjunction with which the
separate threads are held together and which enablesthem to
form the ecloth-piece is the non-intimate cause, because
being a quality it resides in the thrcads by wwemr, and
is thus gwmaTewor with gz. This g=g€dir is a neces-
sary cause because it makes the gz what it looks, and
distinguishes it from a mere bundle of threads. The example
of the second kind of non-intimate cause isgsg®&s which
is the non-intimate cause of gzwy, because it is inti-

mately united with the ( intimate ) cause.(aeg ) of the
substance (gz ) which is the intimate cause of gzwm.

The colour of the threads is not the imtimafe cause of
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the colour of the cloth-piece because they are zqfisur, and
so there can be no connection between them. gegeyw and
yTwT are 1ot gaErATAETE, (or while gegew resides in the
threads, the gzey resides in the cloth. They are therefore
connected ouly indirectly ( wigereairar ), which is explained
by 8. C. a8 TZETEETTIEONIATIHIATATISEIOTET a0 TAT
WOITEEAA  TEETATHTATIRUTAG  GENRAA (G | 99
wavsy wRaTEwaEaT: | that is, while geg€dior is wRTaTry-
gvor with gz by the swara relation, the gegwy is so with ga-
wq by the cowbined relation, |RITHERATT, ¢« €. & FAAT
with the gz the wmarf@Freor of gzwy. DBoth awgdgnr and
asgeg are however called the sramar@sreor of gz and gzew
respectively. 8. C. therefore gives, as a joint definition of
the two sorts of non-intimate causes, SRATT-*TIRITITTHIATIT-
AT AR FIAO GEERATY AHATIA TATHAT Wl ATHIRT-
TOFTE w@ FRuaEaTEERoe 3 that is, a non-intimuate
cause should reside by swgry, in a common thing in whieh
1 resides either by wwarr or gwan@waary, and should at
the same time be diiterent from the special qualities of the
soul. The latter saving clause is needed to prevent cogni-
tions produced from them, simply because both are inti-
mately united with the saume zfageor, the soul. It is of
course needless to remark that the word ooy in the defini-
tion of sywAITEETLor ik the text is to be taken for gmana-
FTLOT.

3. The class of efficient causes comprises everything else
that is necessary for the production of the
effect but is not inseparable from it, such
as the loom und the shuttle-cock in the
case of the cloth-piece. Instrumental causes are of two
sorts, * universal > which are eight (&saw:, avmma=eTEag:,
B, and emew including e and sraw) and ¢ special,’
which are innumerable. The agent also appears to be in-
cluded in this third class, which is asa matter of fact
miscellaneous, and comprehends everything that is not in-
cluded in the first two. Others first divide cause into two

sorts, principal ( gew ) and accessary ( srgew ), and then split

Instrumental
cause.



208 Tarka—Sangraka. [ sEoT. XL,

up the principal cause into the above three classes, the group
of nccessaries consisting of all those minor circumstances
which are required before production. Of the three sorts of
causes mentionzd above, the intimate cause is always a sub-
stance, because no other paddr tha is capable of being the
substratum of an intimate union; the non-intimate cause
must be either an action or a quality, and nothing else;
while the instrumental causes may be of any kind. The
above three sorts of causes exist, it is said, in the case of
positive things only, the epwrs having only an instrumental
cause. DMere negation cannot have an intimate or a non-
intimate caunse as it does not reside in anything by intimate
unjon. A remark to this effect is found in oue copy of T.
D., but its authority was not sufficient to warrant the addi-
tion in our text.

4. The name srgwar® is rather misleading, as it does
not properly denote a cause which is not connected by wware
with the effect. In this sense fafarssreor will also be sraw-
aTia, while one species of wgwatr proper will be excluded.
Tie origin of the name can be explained only by supposing
tuat the Naiydyikas first divided causes into two classes,
those which are separable, and those which are insepardble
from effects. The first are instrumental; the second are of
two sorts, material or gaaT@ and non-material or wEwATA-
So an srgwaTH snnply means an msep&mble cause which is
different trom wwarE. The SFHAATIIFTLO 18 not recognized
by other systematists, and is an invention of the Nai ydyikas®
who, holding the theory of the utter distinctuess of effect
from cause, are obliged to assume a link to join the two.
The advocates of gepriares regard cause and effect as united
by the relation of identity (avereradaa). Nor do they re-
coguize gaara. In their opinion therefore causes are only
two-fold, material (gurgra) and instrumental ( ffars ).

5. It may be useful here to compare briefly the Nydya
classification of causes with those of Wes-
tern philosophers. Aristotle mentionsfour
kinds of causes: First, the Form proper to
each thing, called the formal cruse or Quiddity by schoolmen.

Classification of
causes.
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When a potter makes a jar, he must first have in his mind
an idea of what a jar is ; or whena house is built, the architect
must first draw a plan on paper. This is the causa formalis
of Aristotle, and appears to combine in itself two different
conceptions of the Naiydyikas, namely, that of srf@ which
is regarded as autecedent and necessary to the production
of all things, and that of srgmarfgErrer which often being a
warTEarT corresponds to the plan or shape of the product.
The second cause of Aristotle, causa materialis, is identical
with the garsrar or wwan@Twreor. The third is the principle
of movement that produced the thing, called causa ¢fficiens,
corresponding to the fafasreor of Nydy«. The fourth is the
reason and good of all things, called causa finalis. There
is nothing corresponding to a final cause in the Nydya
system, except perhaps the universal cause, destiny ( = ).
A jar is made for carrying water, and so Aristotle would
suy that its final cause is the purpose for which it is to be
used, namely, carrying water ; A Naiydyiks would say that
a particular jar was produced by the potter for the ultimate
use and enjoyment of some unknown person who would buy
it ; and so the srzw of that buyer may be said to be a cause
in the production ofthaf jw. This notion of zxzz being a
cause to every product seems to have been invented, like the
final cause of Aristotle, to satisfy our moral intuition that
nothing exists in this world without a purpose, and perhaps
also to account for many phenomena in the world that can-
not be explained more naturally. Bacon inveighed strongly
against the final cause of Aristotle; and similarly in
Indian the universal causality; of wzg also came to be
ignored by later systematists, although it wasnever express-
ly repudiated.

6.Inaddition totheabove four causes, the model or exemplar
was considered as a necesswy cause by the Pythagoreans
and Platonists, which model was numbers according to the
former, and idexs according to latter. Nuiydyikas conceived
a /AN (qza:} or sty ) to be eternally existing, in imitation
of which the particular jars or cows were formed. In ad-
dition to the platonic snumeration of causes, Seneca insisted

27 ‘
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that time, space and motion ought to be regarded as causes.
Naiybyikas included the first two under the head of univer-
sal causes, and assigned a peculiar position to the last
under the name of =grqry. Modern science has practically
abandoned all these distinctions as useless and often impos-
sible. As has been pointed out, it is sometimes very difficult
to single out the material cause of a compound product from
the efficient causes, while the formal and final causes are
often nothing more than the thing itself. The only real distinc-
tion perhaps is that between material and non-material or
instrumental causes, that is, those which are inseparable
from the product and those which are separable. Consequent-
ly Veddntins mention only two causes gurgra ( material )
and f@fasr ( instrumental ). '

Sect. XLI. oy

“ Of the three sorts of causes just mentioned that alone whick
i8 peculiar is the oy, ”’

1. In order to exclude the intimate and non-intimate causes
which can never be gzur, we should either insert before at-
grareor the additional qualification sgrqrea<y wig as N. B.
suggests, or take the word srarareor itself as implying that
condition. gwur therefore is that efficient cause which directly
and immediately produces the effect by its own action. The
present section seems to have been copied from Kesava
Misra’s remark a3% aeq {ATITHETTORT Wor T¥T FAAG FIEA-
T4 a5 wow.” Annambhatte substitutes:ergramor for -
s, but probably intends to convey the same meaning.
Hence sraramor may be taken to mean warmrsaaes, and
almost corresponds to what English lawyers call a
prozimate cause. This section sums up the intervening
‘discussion about causality.

T T, B. Bom. ed. p. 25.
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Secr. XLII. srearsasy
Perception is the peculiar cause of Perceptive knowledge.
Perceptive knowledge is the knowledge born of the contact
of the organ with (external) object. It is two-fold, un-
differentiated and differentiated. Of these, undifferentiated is
the fknowledge of a thing without its qualities, e. g. ‘this is
something. * Differentiated is the knowledge of a thing with
all its qualities, e. g. ke is Dittha, he is a Brakmin, heis black.
1. =301, Fxor, and grg being thus defined, the author now
proceeds to define in order the four proofs
ceft%;ept and per-  and the four kindsof apprehension which
stand in the relation of causes and effects
respectively. Ammambhatta uses the word gayey for both
the proof and the resulting knowledge, but other writers
have done better in giving a separate name to the latter, viz.
HIFTEFT, S0 that the proof is defined as wrerrFEmzTEETE.
Others again define garer 28 ETeTqHTEIORT" OF WIATEHRTIIHT-
Foors, T but Annambhatia seems to have deliberately used
Fr in order to include both right and wrong apprehensions.

The four divisions of gy are equally applicable to sysrar, and
there is no need of defining them separately asthe same szur

usually gives rise to both kinds of apprehensioms. The
rightness or wrongness of a perception is determined by
quite extraneous reasons such as ygrwry, and not by any
difference of giFggafares. Of course the rightness or wrong-
ness when determined would affect the proof also, and make
it either correct or incorrect. The etymology of gemer in
the sense of garoris explained as wfdwawyw or ey
qfafawd I19:, the presence of an organ at each object. In
the sense of grrer, the same word is explained differently as
SYaTwal TAITTad OF qRATaAans, knowledge which is
obtained through each organ. The wersrmra is defined as
that knowledge which is produced by the contact of organs
with external objects. The word zrrer is here used to exclude
arawsesa which is also wfa®ds=r, while the epithet z1@s-
gref differentiates garey from other kinds of knowledge.

2. The process of perception is thus described by Vdrsysd-
yane : STEAT ATQYT FTSIR | AT givagw | gRrawdaia.f Why
then is one wimrsy only singled out as the cause of

% T. K. Bom. ed. p. & + T. B. Bom. ed, p. 27,
f Vat onby G.8. L1, 4,
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a percept (qegeysrw) when as a matter of fact three come
into operation ? The reason, says the commentator, is that
the last is peculiar to gwray while the former two, viz. the
contact of soul and mind and that of mind and organ are
common to all kinds of knowledge. This definition of percep-
tion is literally borrowed from Gofume’s aphorism, which
however limits its scope by adding three more epithets syzg-
TSR swaaraease.  Of these swgfy=my, denoting
uncontradicted kunowledge, excludes sygmr which comes
under gre; while stsquzzw  (unnameable) and sgawraTeEE
(differentiated) denote the two kinds of gegar, fAfgEesE and
qiaFss® Fva. Annambhatte’s definition includes sregfasr
(veminiscence) and also wrawgarey, such as that of pleasure,
pain etc. as well as that of Soul. No organ of sense is

needed inthe case of the last as there is mind which is accep~
ted to be z1FeT.

2. The definition however is defective in one important
respect, namely, that it does not include

An objection.  gsaTyexey which, being fdey, is not TiEEw-
gEFEYsex. Another definition of warey is

therefore given by N. B. which applies to both divine and
buman knowledge, viz. sratETors A weerw.  Lercept
requires no previous knowledge for its wmvwr. @@ is
caused by =grRTmE, Teg by I=Tm, STRE by wrEmwmE
and wgf& by ssgare; but no such previous knowledge is required
for perceptive knowledge. This latter definition alsois not
perfect for it excludes the most important portion of
perceptive knowledge namely, the wf@wsrgegsr, which is
born out of Mf¥wsaweaer. Some no doubt exclude the whole
EFeaEsTe from the province of perception, and soaccording
to them the definition will be accurate; but of this later
S. M. gives only zf®zasreasras a8 the definition of sager,
but this, besides involving all faults chargeable to Annam-
bhatta’s definition, is liable to the serious objection of being
applicable to all kinds of knowledge, since all cognitions are
products of mind which isan z1Rw. Hence Annambiatia’s defini-
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tion is the best,and has been most commonly accepted. Its
H=AMR on FsgqTeragsy can be explaind away, as N. B. remarks,
by an admission that the definition being borrowed from
Gotama himself than whom no higher authority can be cit-
ed, must be regarded as not intended to apply to Ssgvgarer
- God’s knowledge in fact stands on an altogether different
level from our own, and the divisions and definitions
of the human knowledge ought not to be extended to the
divine. The divisions and sub-divisions of g, for instance,
given above do not at all apply to God’s knowledge. There
can be no past remembrance, or recollection in the case
of God, for all His knowledge is presnt and eternal. There
is no Rf¥®eqsrw for Him,  Similarly neither inference, nor
comparison, nor any other operation of derivative know-
ledge can be attributed to Him, who being Omnicient
perceives all things directly and does not require the aid of
any mediate proof. All knowledge of God is therefore
gegergaT; and being of so different a kind from our own will
require a separate definition for itself. The defect of szam®
on that account is not therefore of much weight.

3. Perceptive knowledge isof variouskinds. The divisions
and sub-divisions will be i?llows:—-

g
| 1
f&eT ¢. e. divine afaew ¢. ¢. human

|
T 3 ﬁﬁé‘ﬁ

A .

!'ilflli.
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A TEE Mgy Wi shSw mrEw
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The distinction between wiRFerE and fATFEsrE araer will be
o explained later. The first is divided into
ml‘?fa’;‘_swm of ordinary, mnamely, that derived = from
) organs of senses, and extraordinary, that
not so derived. The ordinary percept is six~fold, accord-
ing to the six organs, smell, taste, vision, touch, hearing,
and mind. The exéraordinary percept, otherwise called gegy-
|1, is three-fold. The first graraagar ( FTATR TAW [FygT
gwr ) is that in which the knowledge of a general notion,
. g. e, is comprehended immediately upon the direct
perception of gz. When we see a jar we do not know the
jar alone but get also the general class-notion of jar; this
latter is derived by extraordinary perception, because a st
is not perceptible by any organ of sense. The second kind
called grraresarorr is that in which one percept gives rise to
another, as when one perceives a piece of sandal-wood ata
distance, one at once knows that it is fragrant. Here the
fragrance could be perceived neither by the eye, nor by the
nose ag the sandal-piecce was at a distance ; it is therefore
apprehended by a kind of extraordinary perception. The
third kind gsrsrr belongs exclusively to Yogins who, by means
of their superhmman powers, can perceive objects im-
perceptible to others.™ It can be easily seen that while the
third kind of extraordinary perception is hypothetical, the
first two are varieties of associated knowledge, and should
properly go under judgments derived by what is called
immediate inference. Annambhatta does not mention these,
and therefore it is doubtful whether he accepted them.
Probably he did, as there is nothing in his book inconsistent
with them.

4. As the author himself declares at the end of the next
section that giege is the oy of wegar, there ought to be no
doubt on the point, but it should be noted that so far as the
definition of segarzrar is concerned, it is applicable to either
view of #xwr.t If compared with the definition of srgrRfy

( qrEETS S ) if favours the view of d@FT being the

® T. K. Bom. ed. p. 9; B. P. 63-4.
+ See Note 2 under Seet. 37, p. 187, Supra.
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TETSTETOr just as quraat is that of sigf@fe; but the word s
need not be here strictly construed in the sense of being
directly or immediately produced.

5. A percept is of two kinds, indeterminate and determi-
nate, or if we may adopt Whately’s terms,
incomplex and complex. When a thing
gradually comes within the range of our
sight, we first simply apprehend that there is something, and
it is after some time and after we have observed the thing
more closely that we recoguize it to be a particular thing
having particular qualities. The first is called f@fiwer®E Or
fAeyETe®, while the second is gfrEsTE OF ATENE. MHEE
1 is defined as © that knowledge in which there is no gy&rR-
ar,” while gf@®srs is ¢ that in which it exists.” geraris
already explained as the property of a particnular cognition
which distinguishes it as the cognition of a particular object
from other cognitions, e. g. gzeg is the wxwar of gTxT™
which distinguishes it from gagre.” It is evident that the
WIEFATT presupposes the previous knowledge of gwEwan,
that is, we cannot know that a particular thing is gz unless
we first know what wgaer is. The maxim is qrudafesraoT

AL {FTHTa, that is, we cannot apprehend the
qualified without first knowing the qualification. The wg-
FTHTT is essentially the knowledge of the qualified object,
for its wa is nothing more than the gualities of the object,
while the fswersa, being a knowledge of the object
itsellf without the qualities, clearly precedes the wwFER®.
T. D. defines afweqs a8 ATHATANRIALTUNITE LIS
g, ‘knowledge which comprehends the relution of the
qualified and the qualifications such as name, class, ete.’
We already possess a previous knowledge of gz, Hraew

and other qualities, acquired by former experience. We
then see some unknown thing come within our vision. At
first we only feel that it is some thing ; that is, we apprehend
only the most general of its attribates, namoly, =T or

Savikalpaka and
Nirvikalpaka.

* Bee Note under Sec. 85, p. /180, Sugra,
' Raadfadss
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wrEqar; this is the @ffwerw or indeterminate knowledge,
for in it the thing iz not yet determined or distinguished
from other things. At this stage we have two separate
knowledges, the knowledge of the object oz as some thing,
and the previous knowledge of s=eg; but there is no connec-
tion between the two, and hence both these individual
knowledges are wagrazsi®. They are then combined to-
gether and form a joint knowledge waegarg wz in which
(wzex ) appears as the gwrr of the other. Those which
were ab first separate are combined and connected with each
other and thus the joint knowledge becomes syt or
gywr®E- In this way we first apprehend qualities separately
- and then tackle them to the object. These qualities are
chieﬁ‘y of four sorts, gu, fagr, wri@ and wgr. In the
sentence TTAT ITTAT JATHO: gfe We have instances of the
four kinds, =ara being mor (quality ), Fgew being a v
( proper name ), sTaroreT being Frfd ( class ), and gy denot-
ing the action ggafaar. Each of these properties as well
ag the individual in whom they restde are first apprehended
separately, and then results the .complex perception ex-
pressed in the sentence.

6. The two kinds of knowledge being thus distinguished,
the question arises why they are both re-
Why is Nirvi-

kalpaln recognized, cogmzed.. The WIERE 07 is the subject
of our daily consciousness and cannot be

ignored; but the fasqwr® s according to Nazydyikas is
not actually perceived and is to be inferred only. The in-
ference is stated by T. D. and is briefly expressed in the
maxim quoted above, armEtEEStvT TREFrrETTEITE.
The Nydya theory therefore clearly appears to be that the
FUHWF T along constitutes percept proper, while faeremes
is simply agsumed a8 a necessary condition of it.
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7. It may not be amiss here to go a little desper into the
merits of this theory of two :sorts of
perceptive knowledge. In the first place
it should be noted that although orthodox
gystematists generally agree in the Nydya doctrine of the
" two kinds of knowledge,* the Bauddhas radically differ from
them in taking the ff¥seq® s alone to be the true per-
ceptive knowledge; and the wi@®ea® to be neither real nor
perceived. The qualities according to them having no objective
existence, the ggsETa cannot be real, but only a sub-
jective conception like a barren woman's son, while the fa-
ff#eqs being concerned with the thing itself is real.t This
argument of the Bauddhas is no doubt based on their general
theory of the falsity of material existence, but its im-
portance to us consists in its pointing out the weakness of
the Nydya doctrine.  Even taking the Nydya definition of
gqagey it is evident that wf@%eq® wra can hardly be called
geger as it is merely a combination of the several knowledges
of the qualities with the indeterminate knowledge of the
property-less object. wia®ea® therefore is not simple and
direct knowledge gained immediately through the contact
of the senses with the objects; it is complex and mediate
like srgf@ta or surdfe and does not therefore deserve to be
called wegay, if e accept the definition of geyer given in
the book.

8. The @fS®eqx alone is really derived from i mai@ET,

while the w@®eqs consists of inferences based partly on @-
Fea® and partly on previous knowledge. When a ship for

instance appears on the ocean near the horizon, we first see
only a black spot, which gradually enlarges. From this

and from like observations made before, we infer that the
. lines above the spot must be the masts and the thing must
be a ship. Similarly in wegra we first see indistinetly a
thing which appears to have the same form as that of a jar
with which we are familiar; and hence we infer that the
round thing must be a gz. Thisis virtually the same process
as the proof ggava by which a gayal is likened to a cow.
Besides we must have the knowledge of the name = before
# Sinkhya-T. K. p 93. '
T V. 8. Up. Calc. ed. 358.

The difficulty about
Nirvikalpaka.

28
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we can cognize the thing as gz and hence zrrzzmra also is
necessary for afywevs gegar. Determinateknowledge is there-
fore properly speaking a mediate cognition obtained by the
operation of several other proofs. The remarks of an English
writer on Logic are very apposite on this point.

« What we term a fuct or an observation, is seldom an ab-
solutely single or individual conscious impression. We speak of
the fact that high water at Leith follows high water at London
by a certain definite interval; but thisis farbeyond any individual
impression upon our senses. It is a generality of comsiderable
compass, the result of the comparison of many separate observations,
#%% There is a process of induction requisite in order to establish
such a fact; and all the securities for soundness in the inductive
proofs are called into play.”’*

And again:—

“It is from previous knowledge that we know that we are
looking at a needle ( magnet ), and that its direction is morth,
The simplest observation is thus & mixture of intuition and
inference ; and our habit of joining the two is ome cause of
error in the act of observing,” :

Are not the Bouddhas then nearer the truth when they
call the @f¥weas the percept proper, and the wRrFsys a
mere combination of conceptions that are according to them
devoid of external reality ? And are not Naiydyikas inconsis-
tent in including w@®wea® under geayer which is ex Aypothese
born of zFrgdfasy only ? But this conclusion cannot be
accepted; foronce accept it, the dispairing zwrarg of the
Bauddhas, that all the world is a falsity and a mirage,
necessarily follows. @fawea® being indeterminate cannot give
usany mental notion ; while if it be the only gegay, all other
proofs which essentially depend upon geger as their start-
ing point will be without basis and therefore void. It is
the aiF®susTa that forms the real basis of all our mental
processes. To deprive it of its primary and authentic charac-
ter is therefore to take away the very foundation of our
knowledge of the external world and thus to reduce it to a

mere delusion and a snare.

* Bain: Deductive Logic p. 36-7,
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9. Here indeed we have a dilemma which cannot be
solved by observation or reasoning, be-

4 partial solution. cause it lies at the root of observation
itself. Various solutions, more or less

plausible, have been offered, out of which we are concerned
with only that which is furnished bylater Naiydyitas, and
which, though not quite satisfactory, at least absolves them
from inconsistency. fafgFerEzra according to this school of
Nazydyikas is neither gegar, nor Tg@fy, nor any other kind
of srgwr, and can hardly come under gfRy itself, as it gives
rise to no =rggre. It can be neither wmt nor ergwr, for
as it has no wewar neither the definition Fg@ FewrETTT=s
DOr FAFTA qeopreass applies to it. It is no doubt =z,
but srer.of &' peculiar kind and quite distinet from other
cognitions. While other cognitions have defined objects
( frdrsgar ), propertics (wear) and relations (gawar ), -
Feq%, says Nilakantha, has none of these ; and so it is
altogether of a different kind. Its position therefore
under g% ought to be not as a subdivision of weer as
Annambhatto has placed it, but rather as a subdivision of

srgwy above sar s thus: —
a;glmr ( apprehension )

| l
fAfaweys (indeterminate) gEHers (determinate))
|

l I
, T HTHT

ffysers having no sprear is thus diseriminated from all
determinate cognitions such as percepts, judgments, analogies
and verbal knowledge, and may be given the name of sensa-
tion, while the wfmeaewegar may be called percept proper.
This is in accordance with Kant’s division of apprehension
into perception proper and semsation proper. This restric-
tion of the meaning of the words perception and percept and
their discrimination from sensation proper are accepted by
a high authority. “Sensation,” says Prof. Fleming, ‘‘pro-
perly expresses that change in the state of the mind which is
produced by an impression upon an organ of sense (of which
change we can conceive the mind to be concious, without
any knowledge of external objects) : perception on the other
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hand expresses the £nowledge or intimations we obtain by
meang of our sensations concerning the qualities of matter ;
and consequently itinvolves, in every instance, the notion of
externality or outness which it is necessary to exclude in
order to seize the precise import of the word sensation. ”’*
This restricted use of perception to denote the cognitions of
external objects through the senses was introduced by Reid
and Kant and is now generally accepted. So that we may

very well call fafwsrsar sensation and gFFsqEaaTsy percep-
tion or rather percept. In this way the dilemma hinted

above can be removed partially at least.

10. The determinate cognitions will have many varieties, ac-
cording as they are more or less mediate, and the medium
is of different kinds. Ifit is the cognition of a real external
object it is geayey 5 if it is a judgment obtained by a combina-
tion of two or more propositions, it is srg@fy ; if an analogy
between two objects known by comparison, it is ITIRME ;
and if a notion derived from the meaning of words, it is
verbal knowledge. The wF®easgewer therefore may be
mediate and yet sufficiently distinguishable from other
cognitions. Nor is the definition z@rwafaets=r quite
inapplicable to wfEaweqwEweray; for although it is not solely
due to wiRrey and although a wfRres of one kind or another
is present in all kinds of apprehension, the wf®¥ is the
direct and immediate canse of w@®wsrzraw while in sgfAfx
ete. other operations of the mind intervene. The constituant
cognitions, which by combining form the complex wf&-
FUFAAN, are necessarily obtained by |faEy, while
in srg@Ta they need not be so obtained. The M®EsqHEFT
as well as the process of combining the separate cognitions
of qualities so as to form one wf¥FeaFare which comes after
F(A®y may be called the smreatsgmare.* In this way the
Nydya doctrine may with some modifications be reconciled
with our common experience. Keiava Misra attempts a
very curious compromise which though easily comprehen-

dible, is faulty as it reduces %¥or and =grqry to mere relative
notions. He lays down three varying paits of svor and

=mqrR for weye, viz. gieRw, TREmEREY and AifEerETE-

* Fleming : Vocabulary of Philosophy p, 443,
* T. B, Bom. ed, p. 27.
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When fffweqsarT is o, =gy is the www, and F@®T is
=TOTY; When gf®eT® is ®@, SREY is the #vor and AEFeTE
is =rrqre; and when zsgt which results from knowledge is

%%, @wers is the svor and gfrwess is sarare.®  But this
compromise is not accepted by later writers.

Secr. XLIIL &=y

The contact of organ and object, which is the cause of
Perception, is of six kinds:~1 Conjunction, 2 Intimate wunion
with the conjoint, 3 Intimate unionwith the intimately united with
the conjoint, 4 Intimate union, 5 Intimate unionwith the intimate-
Ly united, and 6 Conmection of the attribute with the subject.
Conjunetion is the contact producing perception of the jar by the
eye. Intimate union with the conjoint is the contact producing the
perception of the colour of ¢ jar, as the colour is intimately
united with the jar whick is conjoint with the eye. Intimate union
with the intimately uwited is the contact in perceiving
the genus of colour, as colour is intimately united with the
Jar conioint with eye, and the genus of colour is intimmtely
united therewith. Intimate union is the contact in the perception
of word by the organ of hearing, as the organ of hearing is the
ether in the cavity of the ear, (since) word is the quality of ether
and the quality and the qualified are intimately united. Intimate
unton with the intimately wunited is the contact in cognizing
the genus word, as the genws is intimately united with word whick
is intimately united with (organof ) hearing. The connection of the
attribute and subje:t is the contact in the perception of
negation, as the negation of a jar is an atiribute of a place in
contact with the eye wherever o place s devoid of a jor. The
knowledge thus produced from the sizjfold contact is Percept.

1ts peculiar cause is the organ. Hence organ is perception.
1. Having defined gegar as the product of the contact of
the organs of sense with their appropriate
The six contacts. Objects, the author now cnumerates and
illustrates the six varieties of this contact,
that is, six ways in which the different organs may cowe in
contact with their objects. Three of these contacts are
primary, viz. §Fnr, gHaT and @SryofEgegar, and the other

# T, B. Bom. ed, P, 27.




D

229 Tarka—Saigraha. [ sEOT. XLIII.

three are combinations of the two former, viz. FgHERA,

FgmawraaRarT, and gEyawaary. The organ of sight be-
ing a g=r comes in actual contact with a substance like a

jar when it sees it; and so the wfas¥ is wdir the ordinary
conjunction. The eye perceives also the colour of wa, as
colour is the special quality of light of which the eye is

formed, but the organ being a g=r cannot have direct conjun=-
ction with the quality of another substance; and hence the
contact of the eye with gewy is dgwmaRaTT, (ntimate union

with the conjoined, the gx being intimately united with the
gz which is conjoined with the organ. The wTfEd on T=®w
is also perceived by the organ of sight, because the
Naiydyikes have laid down a maxim, FFFEEIOT TETIAA a4~
a0 AZF QAT AQHITTTALITIT T2, ¢ the organ which
apprehends a thing also apprehends the wrf@ and wwaryr on

that thing ag well as its negation.’ gzgaex is therefore per-
ceived by the eye by means of the contact FgHERITTHI,

intimate union with a thing (gewg) which is intimately
united with a substance (gz ) that is in conjunction with
the organ. The fourth contact is simple intimate union, ag
that of sfrx orgau of hearing, which being smwzrea®q, is
intimately united with-its product the sound. The differ-
ence between siys and other organs is that, while the latter
are products (&) of their corresponding elements, such
as the eye of light, the nose of earth and the taste of water,
the iz is the all-pervading ether itself in its elemental
form, defined and conditioned by the cavity of the ear.

Sound therefore as a product of the ether has direct intimate
union with sfrsr, while other qualities are not so directly
brought into contact with their corresponding organs. zrg
being apprehended by waara, its @n@ sz is obviously ap-
prehended by ww¥awwara, intimate union with a thing
(zrex ) intimately united with the organ. The last wi3r®¥
will be noticed further on. ‘

In the case of other organs also the same contacts will be
found efficient. The only organ besides the eye which, ac-
cording to some, apprehends substances and therefore has
,conjunction with them is the organ of touch. The three
external organs, gror, Taw and sirx apprehend qualities only;
and the kind of contact operating in the case of each object
apprehended by these senses can be easily determined.

* T, K-c Bom- Qd.‘ P 10.
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R. The subject is involved in some intricacy owing to the

difference that exists in the perceptive capa-~

What things are > - . . oans are
perceived and how, CitY Of the various organs Some organs

said to perceive substances and qualities,

while others perceive qualities only. Hence we must distin-

guish between the perception of substances and the percep-

tion of qualities, actions and generalities. suy, & and wraTew

are, according to all, perceived by their respective organs
and by means of appropriate contacts. Perception of these

therefore is divided into six kinds according to the six
organs of sense, namely grorsr, TrEA, =ATPT, TR, SAET,
and wraw, while the things perceived are respectively the
qualities, odour, savour, colour, touch, sound, pleasure, and
pain, as well as their generalities and negations.* Substan-
ces, however, are held to be perceivable by two senses only,
the sight and the touch, the remaining four organs being
capable of perceiving qualities only. As to the perception
of substances by sight there is not and cannot be any doubt,
but there is a difference of opinion as to whether the organ
of touch is capable of perceiving a substance. The ancient
Naiydyikas answer is in the negative, asserting that gggey
is a necessary condition for every external
perception of a substance, while the
moderns answer in the affirmative saying
that ggeaeasl can be also efficient for external perception.

The controversy has been already explained in a previ-
ous Note.t

Perception by
touch.

3. Visvandtho lays down a rule which is as it were a
compromise between the two views;—
SEARIAIEEA AL WS T a2 |
TATFTTY TT9F TR FTort 0
¢ A substance having a manifested touch is apprehended
by the organ of touch, and also touch. Everything except

colour that is perceived by the eye is perceived by the organ
of touch also ; but ( manifested ) colour is necessary even in

# B, P. 51.
T See Note p. 117, Supra.
{ B. P, 25,
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these cases. ’ sy is thus declared to be capable of perceiv-
ing, but only when the thing is also visible to the eye ; and
the same will probably be the case with the other organs.
Thus neither touch nor savour, nor odour can be perceived
in atoms which have no manifested colour. This compromise
however is not tenable, for if strictly taken, the touch in
air and the sound in ether should always be imperceptible
as the two substances have no manifested colour ; but this
cannot be accepted, and so the necessity of ggawy for all
perceptions must be confined to substances only. This is the
ancient view and also that of Annambhatte. He has declared
air to be imperceptible and inferrible from the existence of
touch, while touch itself is defined as a quality perceived
by the aerial cuticle (evarart gor: ). It is clear therefore that
he accepts the capacity of srg to perceive qualities, but not
substances unless the latter possess wgawy. Similarly
the sftsr can preceive sound but not ether, both because it
has not gxaes and also because it is not distinct from the
organ. As regards wraggerey it is to be noted that while
pleasure, pain etc. are perceived by the mind, the human
soul is perceptible according to the Naiydyikas, but not
according to the Vaiseshikas. * Annambhatta holds the
Vaiseshike view. By thus distinguishing the perception of
substances from that of qualities we can, it seems, remove
the apparent discrepancy between several passages of T. 8.
and T. D., in some of which the author appears to limit the
term garer t0 STgrawerer only, while in others as in the pres-
ent, he talks of the perception by other organs such as sfix
and wg. In the case of substances there is STgageay only,
and perhaps sy also ; while in the case of qualities there
are six kinds which though nowhere expressly mentioned by
the author can be inferred from his mentioning sfsr in the
present passage. In conclusion he declares the organ
itself to be the wegarwaror that is the swoy of gerer, thereby A
removing any doubt as to whether he takes s1®%w or zi@yg-
gfuEs to be the gor. T ’

# B, P. 49; see Note 6 under Bec. 17, p. 144, Supra.
T See on ihis Note p. 191, Supra
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4. The five contacts account for the perception of the
first four categories. &y being a gyrarywyw is unpercepti-
ble. The cases of wasrry and spary arve specially provided
for by the sixth |@®%¢§ called fE¥ryorfESrerwra. This last is

of a peculiar kind, and is assumed to ac-

The sixth contact, count for the perception of negation and

intimate union according to those in

whose opinion both are perceptible, and of negation only
according to those who deny the perceptibility of wwar.
Visvandthe says:—avmaead quaradead Sfsadag@sgor-

ansg: | aRfedn g w arara g™ The Nadydyikas hold
gaatT to be perceptible by @frvwiE@srerwry, while the Vai-
Seshikas regard it as wdifezw and inferrible only. Annam-
bhatta as usual holds the Vaiseshike view, as may be easily
guessed from his proving maarx by inference in T. D. on
Sect. 79. The faSrqurfEsrsrara is therefore confined, accord-
ing to our author, to the perception of negation, which re-
quires a special coutact because ncither EFwr nor wasTT is
possible in the case of zyurx. Negation not being a sub-
stance cannot exist by itselt’; nor can it reside in any other
substance by gwara, as it is neither quality, nor action, nor
smd.  How does it then exist in the world, and how
is it apprehended ? It is conceived, replies the Nuadydyika
as a property (a% ) of its wfgwvur, that is, of the thing on
which it exists. Thus in a cognition weTaTaagasw the war-
wrx is spoken of as the {&Srwor of the wge which is the
fader, their relation @E3rvyorEgisawra being expressed by the
termination gg. Now let us see how this cognition takes
place. We observe the spot of ground and see no jar on it.
The spot of ground being a substance is perceived by the
contact sy, that is, it is physically connected with the
ToERITEE g but the garars on wae can come into
contact with the eye through wgaes only. The wfF®T there-
fore by which the werary on gaw is perceived is the contact
between the =gy and W, 7. ¢. ®ayr, plus that between

aae and TN, O 6. @RvortaEreg Ty, the combined contact

* 8. M, Cale. c¢d. p. 53,
29
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being named FgwmEARUIEARSTAT, Or rather FFudagfagryn-
fAsrsgwry. Now the relation Efivorf@iiwrwma existing be-
tween ygaw and =Eyara though spoken of ag one may be
split up into two; that is, the relation of garary with zam
may be called @Sryorar, and that of waw with =Ty
fAsrsgar. Hence @IrqunRgisawra is often spoken of as two
contacts, FEEvurardorat and Eirerardey, or taking them
in their enlarged form, sfreadag@iivwar and ifFsgdae-
fadrsgar. Thus the perception of gzrars on wae is effected by
means of two contacts, not of course jointly but alterna-
tively; that is, either of the two contacts serves th: purpose.
But why should two contacts operate in the perception of
garary, when one only suffices for the perception of gz ?
The reason is that the existence of gzrara on yaw may be
expressed in two ways, mqm:g:aanﬁa OF WA TETHATATSIR
both of which propositions, though conveying the same
meaning, namely, the negation of gz on «gw, are different
in grammatical form and therefore produce different cogni-
tions. In TETTTAEAE, waw 18 the @fsy and garary its
Ao, while in way gTaTaisRda, wETdrE being in the
nominative is the {&3sy, and the locative wa® is its Fdrwor.
The first cognition is principally that of W as possessing
waTaTE ( gETwTEiEtare ), the second cognition is that of gay-
W a8 residing in waw (gasfae ); or to use technical ex-
pressions already explained, the first cognition has zges for
its @3rsr and geTaTafn®rea for its gwar, while the second
has gy for its ffrsw and wawiAwey for its gwma(property).
Thus the two cognitions being different in form and having
a different werar respectively, the contacts operating to
produce them are also different. In the first wararaagasw,
the eye is §gw With wge of which werary is ﬁﬁq‘u;\, and
therefore the @ ®Y is wgwfsryoar; in the second
gas "eTaTE:, the eye is wgw with waw of which war-
a1x is &%=y, and therefore the FRET is wgHASSTar.
As these two cognitions though differing in form are
identical in meaning, they are conjointly and briefly
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expressed in the text as heing produced by the compound
contact fE3rqurEIrsTATT -

5. One might askhere, why should there not be two cog- '
nitionsin the perception of gz similar to those in the perception
of garara ? We can say TEAEATH 8 well as ya® wSrsied, 80
that in one case gz is the m%rqur of uzrw, and in the other
waw is the @3ryur of gz; and therefore there ought to he two
contacts corresponding to these two cognitions in the
perception of gz also. But this is not so, for we never
perceive garary by itself but only as a property of wae, and
so the double relation subsisting between yge and =z is
required to be taken into account; while we perceive wz by
itself, and there is no necessity of bringing in wae. In the
case of waTwTa, the eye is directly connected with yae and
through it with the spyrs; whilein the case of gz itis directly'
connected with gz itsel{, and therefore there is only one

wAsT, namely §awr.

6. V.V.reads simply f3rvorar instead of E3ryor@3reavnT:

o in the text, and mentions as a reagon for

ed‘fl reading discuss- pis preference that the T. 8. gives an

example of @3ryorar only, and so may

have intended to limit the §fa®$ to that alone. But it will

be clear from the above explanation that V. V.’s reading as

well as the reason for preferringit are both wrong. Although

T. 8. gives an instance of @3ryorar only, T. D. supplies the
desideratum which V. V. seems not to have noticed.

7. As the negation of wz on yae is perceived by WgwiEi-
qoATHEET, 50 the negation of w=wg on
FIETAT Or vice versa is perceived by wgws-
TErafEsyuET, the eve being dgw with gz
which is ww¥ra with dwgr of which surara is & fAgiwor. Simi-
larly the negation of wzwy on w=wware is perceived by dgw
(r2) waa (Fean) aada (Fearw) fadrgoran; and so on with
other organsand the negations of their corresponding objects

sTeqTaTY however is perceived by sunple fadryaar not =FEy-
wowiasrauETn, for grsgrars is the @frgor of  ofyw itself as

Varieties of the
sixth contact.
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the organ is identical with eyrsrsr which is the real enfgwtor
of sr=zrare. FremaTaTy (- ¢ the spura of war on wa) is appre-
hended by zrEaawaa@zyorar.© Both @drqorar and Fdrsgar
are therefore of two kinds, sEga@Styorar-3reaar simply, and
TRETdTETas yoraT-2rsaar; the first two in the perception by
oftsr and correspond to waaTy and FERIa@aaTy contacts, the
latter two in the case of other organs and correspond to the
other three contacts. fE3ryonEsrsawras mentioned by Anam-
bhatta is therefore not a simple contactbut has five varieties,
corresponding to the first five contacts, although all of them
are comprised under one name as they all have a common

element @EryoreT or FErSTAT-

8. T. D. hereintroduces adiscussion asto whya fifth proof
called sigge@r which is accepted by Mi-
pr‘o;if_mp“labdhi’ mémsakas and Veddantins isnot recognized
by the Neiyiykas. The former hold that
ey is not perceptible because there can be no manner of
contact between a substantial organ and apure negation, and
have therefore to account for the apprehension of negation
by a fifth proof called srgge@r (non-perception); while the
Naiydgikas hold that srarer is perceptible by the same organ
which perceives its sf@af, but by means of a peculiar w@&-
vy called fagryorasrsourg. So that one party assumes a
separate proof to account for sryrgmre, and the other as-
gumes a separate §@®¥. The arguments on both sides are
equally specious and interminable, and the controversy isat
last reduced to a determination of the comparative simplicity
(grag) of the two rivalassumptions. The Naiydyikas however
cannot wholly dispense with sygge®r. Wiy is not a thing
that is independently known. The cognition of exwrsr neces-
sarily depends on the previous knowledge of its counter-
entity (gz) and its support ( waw ). Now the fact that
Wwe never perceive wgarwry Wwherever there is gz shows
that there is a relation of contrariety between the

*T K. Bom. ed. P. 9; 8. M. Cale. ed. p. 534,
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two, and that the absence of the one must be ascertained
before the other can be apprehended. This ascertainment
of the absence of gz, or stgyzay, is therefore deemed to be
a necessary condition for the perception of wararT;
that is, srgusfEy is & gzeErar (accessory ) of the myRFEaw
which perceives sarurs o waw. Now what is this srguafey ?
It is not simply the not-perceiving or not-finding; for
though we do not perceive gz in darkness, we do not also
perceive gerary there. The srgus @y ( non-perception ) must
be afFaaiRTREE@ATS, that is, must be ‘inconsistent with
the hypothetical assumption of the existence of its widdnlt
gz.” It is not sufficient that we do not perceive gz; we must
not perceive it in a place, where from all surrounding cir-
cumstances we would naturally expeet to find it, but do not
owing to its actual absence. The sygussy must therefore be
preceded by an ascertainment that no unfavourable circum-
stances such as darkness exist which would prevent even a
present gz from being perceived. T. D. ’s expression gfEa-
g isggT@ry has been dissolved and interpreted
by Nilakanthae in two ways both of which really convey the

Lal>) - o

same meaning. The simpler method is affawfag Taf-
FraEet aERnasr arsgTeEy: ¢ that non-perception which is
inconsistent with the agsumed existence of g@Earfy. ° aF is
an assumption or hypothesis (a reductio ad absurdum as it is
sometimes called ) which is for a moment taken for granted
for the purpose of proving the contrary. So here we first
agsume the g@aira<s, ¢. ¢. the existence of gz, in the
place, and then reject it as false because that gfafraes is
not perceived although all the conditions are favourable,
Our reasoning is g wErswiasTwid Jaeiarareny, ‘if there
had been @z here, we would have necessarily perceived it
just as we perceive “yaw,” the perception of ¥yae showing
that the usual conditions for srggwgeyey are existing. By this
@® we hypothecate the existence of gz in the place. But
this hypothecation is inconsistent with the actual fact that
we do not perceive the gz, and must be therefore rejected.

In this way our non-perception of gz which was doubtful
at first is made certain by the intermediate hypothecation
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and its rejection. It is this fully ascertained non-perception
that assists the eye in apprehending warwrg. The compound
may also be dissolved as a@i@ar uTfEaT wiAGOWET Tars:
FIAET EATqH: QA AT TTSET: AT AT AE ISR STTSTR S
¢ that non-perception which is opposed not to the real exis-
tence of gz but to its assumed existence. ’ Either way the
result is the same, that the non-perception must be first
ascertained by a proper inquiry that thegz does not really exist,
But even this periphrasisis not enough to guard the definition
from a fault. Merit ( & ) and demerit (spaw) being qualities
of the soul are imperceptible ; if therefore one after looking
for them in vain concludes that they do not exist at all, he
will be quite wrong, for the imperceptibility of merit and
demerit is inherent and not due to their non-existence.
argusfey is therefore qualified with Ftver, so that the ascer-
tained non-perception must be of a thing capable of being
perceived. In the Naiydyike view therefore srwry is perceived
by the fE¥rrurERrsgwrg-dfdss (4. ¢. as a property of its

support w@s ) with the accessory aid of a dwargusfey, that
is, an ascertained non-perceptible object. The Naiydyikas

have thus to make two assumptions, one of a new wHfawt
and another of its accessory sgwwi®y; while the Mimdmsakas
are satisfied with one assumption only, namely that of a
new gHror or swHrEYer. 1. D. thinks that the first two being
only subordinate, there is greater ras in assuming those
two than in assuming the last one ; because it is simpler to
assume two operations ( mrmarx ) than to recognize a separate
instrument ( vor ). Besides the relation @rworfsregary is
not really a new thing ; but it is identical with the en@weur
waw itself, for when we say that there is wapwrs on Tae
we really mean nothing more than that there is BRI
and nothing else. Hence Nilakantha defines &Srqur-
sy s werdTTERearagaa:.  The only new
assumption is that of wgugi®r which is also common
to the Mimbmsakas. The difference between the two
schools is simply that the one calls it accessory, the other
principal.
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" 9. Tt may not be out of place here to notice a distinction
between a cognition and its appropriate proof. Cognition
resulting from seyarsayor perception is a percept; but the
contrary is not true ; a percept does not necessarily arise
from perception alonme. It may arise from another kind
of proof, such as zrex or gw@rEy. Both Nydya and Mi-
mdmsd agree in nolding that srwrx is an object of
perception. But the segerem of a thing according to Af-
mdmse does not depend upon its resulting from werarsraTOr.
A Veddntic writer remarks on this point, 7 i wefuammr
T AHOET THAATHTOATATHARRE | GRTHGCTHE [T 5
TTFTATTACT TeqAA ST AHTORT  TTFAET WL TTHTO AA THTOT=
aaTegoiraTg” | Perceptive knowledge is not necessarily

caused by perception ; it may be caused by srgusfEasHaTOr OF
by srszgaror, just as in the sentence, ¢ Thou art the tenth,”
the cogntion of being the temth, though a percept, is not
caused by perception, but by word.
10. The remark of the Veddnta-Paribhdshd quoted at the
The Nytya view end of tl_le last preceding N.ote isimportant
of Preception as a8 showingthatthe Nydyaideas of percep-
?if;’g?“gf}i‘:if 7o tjon and percept materially differ from
those of other schools, and that Annam-
bhatta’s definitions of them will not at all be accepted as
correct by Veddntic writers. The Naiydyika theory of per-
ception and in fact of all knowledge is essentially physical.
All cognitions ( gg: ) are conceived to be merely qualities
residing in the soul which is a substance, and exactly in
the same way as the quality of blueness or whiteness resides
in the jar. These cognitions again are all primarily
derived from perceptive experience which is again founded
on the physical contact of senses with external objects.
There is nothing idealistic or supersensuous in this
matter of fact and almost mechanical theory of the origin
of our ideas. This is the reason why the N ja-Vaiseshika
system has become so thoroughly realistic, wnd why it is

strenuously opposed by the ideal and pantheistic philo-
sophers of the Sdzmkhya and Veddntic schools. The Nyiya
theory of perception has a very cloge resemblance to
Locke’s doctrine of sensationalism, and may be described

#* Veddnta-Paribhdshd, Cale, ed, p. 25.
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almost in his own words. Locke considers that all our
knowledge is derived from experience which is two-fold,
‘“ observation employed either about external sensible
objects or about the internal operations of our minds, per-
ceived and reflected upon by ourselves.” These two sources
of our ideas are thus described:—

“ First. Our senses conversant aboubt partieular sensible
objects, do convey into the mind several distinet perceptions of
things, according to those various ways wherein those objects do
affect them ; and thus we come by those ideas we have of yellow,
white, heat, cold, soft, hard, bitter, sweet, and all those which
we call sensible qualities; which when I say that the senses
convey into the mind, I mean, they from oxternal objects convey
into the mind what produces there those perceptions. This great
source of most of the ideas we have, depending wholly upon our
senses, and derived by them to theunderstanding, I call, sensation.

“'Secondly. The other fountain from which eXperience
furnisheth the understanding with ideas, is the perception of
the operations of our own minds within us as it is employed
about the ideas it has got; which operations when the soul
comes to reflect on and consider, do furnish the understanding
with another set of ideas which could not be had from $hings
without ; and such are perception thinking, doubting, believing,
reasoning, knowing, willing, and all the different actings of our
own minds ; which we being conscious of and observing im our-
selves, do from these riceive into our understanding as distinet
ideas, as we do from bodies affecting our senses.” * * % #
¢« The understanding seems to me not to have the least glim-
mering of any ideas which it doth not receive from one of
these two. External objects furnish the mind with the ideas
of sensible qualities, which are all those different perceptions
they produce in usj; and the mind furnishes the understand-
ing with ideas of its own operations. ”” *

This may almost be mistaken for a translation of a pas-
sage in some Nydya work. Locke’s theory of senses has

* Locke : Egsay on Human Understanding, Bk, 11, ch, 1. Sec, 3, 4.
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now been partially abandoned chiefly owing to the powerful
criticism of Kant, but its enormous influence on subsequent
philosophical thought cannot be doubted. Similarly the
Nazydyka’s doctrine of gf@ed was afterwards considerably
modified by Veddntins and others, but not before it had
given a decided turn to philosophical speculations in India.

Secr. XLIY. sigAm™sq.

Inference is the peculiar cause of a judgment; judgment is
the knowledge that springs from qeraay or consideration; Con-
sideration is the knowledge of reason as distinguished by
invariable concomitance, as jfor instance, the knowledge that
this mountain has smoke which is invariably accompanied by
Jire is Consideration, while the knowledgy born of it that
mountain is fiery is Judgment. Invariable concomitance is
the certainty of association that wherever there is smoke, there
is fire. The existence of an invariably concomitant thing

on objects like mountain makes it the characteristic of a qsx or
Receptacle.

1. The chapters on Inference contain the science of
Indian logic as developed and skilfully
- dovetailed into the general system of
metaphysics evolved by the Vaiseshikas.
srgaTw or inference is the instrument, FgAfa the resulting
judgment, and gqurasf the intermediate operation. eygfafy
is thus said to depend upon gxrasf. This qerst occupies a
very important place in Nydya logic; because when once a
valid qerast is obtained a sound conclusion or SAFIHTR neces-
sarily and immediately follows, just as cloth is produced as
an invariable consequence of the motion of the loom.
Hence Nydya writers mainly devote themselves to a discus-
sion of this qurargt and its two constituent parts sqm@ and
&g @ or¥qisthe thing from which the existence of
another thing invariably concomitant with it is inferred;
sqTi| is this invariable concomitance existing between the
@& and the other thi‘ng inferred from it, namely g,
2. It will be clégr from the above that an inference when
simplified always consists of three terms
lyQT:freme na”  denoting respectively ¥g, wrew and their
mutual relation of invariable concomit-

ance, any two of which when given necessarily lead to a
30

Judgment
Inference.
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knowledge of the third. Of these the wrew is of course the
thing which is always to be proved; and consequently the
other two terms, 3g and the Fgumsgwsq or =ara as it is
called, must be known before any inference is possible. In
the Aristotelian syllogism they correspond to the first two =
premises which, being connected together by a common
middle term, lead to the conclusion; but the Aristotelian
syllogism is defective in so far as it merely implies this con-
nection between the two premises, and has no separate
premise to express it. The Nydya syllogism on the other
hand actually expresses this connection by joining the two
premises, or rather the two terms denoting gg and =an®
into one; that is, it does not merely state the two terms or
premises separately, and then at once jump to the con-
clusion, but after stating them fully gives a third premise
which combines the previous two terms, and thus gives a
unity as it were to the two separate cognitions of Fg and
=@, This combined premise is called the gyrwsf, which
immediately gives rise to the conclusion and is therefore
said to be its wxur-

3. wxrerat has been said to be a combination of two dise
tinct notions, thatof §g and sgm®. But
Pardmarsa. how is this combination effected ? Not
simply by placing them side by side, nor
by putting them in a sentence as subject and predicate, but
by joining them inseparably as @3rsx and fESryor or subject
and attribute. The {FSrqurarday being indissoluble is the
closest union between two things, and consequently the
perfect unity of qragl is attained by making zam& the ﬁ'i”f*
wuy of 3, that is, by making the ¥g samEfEe. A qurast
may therefore be defined as the knowledge not merely of
sgme and &g but of W’ﬁﬁfqg‘g@
4. The author however defities qrrast as the knowledge
’ ~ of sraARreqeradar. Does this latter
sicimthor's defint  Jefinition differ ffom that noted above ?
In other words, does gaust differ from
what we have called the3g? Really not, for Wﬁﬁ"’fﬁ is
nothing more than a particular kind of 'gga-r, or rather it is
¥gar under particular circumstances. It isnot any ¥g that
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will give rise to geraaf, but only such a one as begides being
TR is also qargdar@fre.  As o matter of fact
a Bg is always =qrf@@@rz and is already stated to
be so in the =am®avww, just as in the major premise
of the Aristotelian sylogism. When for instance
we say Oax ¥F¥ fHeax ax 4ig: or ‘all men are
mortal, 7’ we always lay down the invariable concomitance
of ga and g or humanity and mortality ; that is we state
e to be afg=arerar( sqn@ )fEfEre, and Agsye to be weder-
=ariafatare. But this alone is not sufficient to produce a new
conclusion, for besides the major we also require a minor
premise in which the range of 3g is restricted, that is, we
speak of it not generally as in the major premise, but in
connection with a particular place or a particular occasion
only. Hence in addition to being =arfaf@far, the ¥ must
also be qualified by another limitation, namely gerqwtar ( the
fact of its being a property of gar or place ). For a proper
conclusion therefore the g must be =ymEfAfRrE, and must
algo be known as & g residing in qar; in other words it
must be known to be invariably associated with the wrex,
and must also be cognized as being in a particular place
(war ). So that we have two separate cognitions respectively
expressed by Aristotle’s major and minor premises, namely,
that the ¥g is invariably concomitant with greg and that it
exists in a particnlar place. These separate cognitions
combined together produce the joint cognition that that
2g which is known to be invariably concomitant with wreg
exists in the particular place; or to take a concrete ex-
ample, that the smoke which is knowu to be =fZ=rew ex-
ists on the mountain. This joint cognition aFfgsrreagmaTs
tf-a: Vghicth‘is fql;ned bty _the combimomtio?1 of the two in-
ependent cognitions o as and as =yTEREEY is
caﬁed q-qurz.: Annambksga’s g%?lﬁtion ,of? qerAsy  bow-
ever requires some f{urther elucidation before it can be fully
understood.
5. The preceding remarks are equally applicable to both
the Aristotelian and the Naiydyika syl-
ﬁf{?ﬁ’;‘?;ﬁﬁﬁ OJ:U?;; logistic'z systems ; and they are intendgd to
the Naiyayika syl- Show that both systems though widely
logism. differing in their ultimate forms are really

founded on idgntical analysis of our thinking process, The
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two systems materially agree with each other until we

arrive at the two cognitions expressed by Aristotle in the
form of major and minor premises, and by the Nasydyikas

as =qmiw and gergwar respectively. But from this point they
diverge, chiefly on account of their different ways of combin-
ing these two cognitions; and the divergence though slight
at first nltimately leads to the different forms of syllogism
in the two systems. Aristotle first cognises ¥g as invaria-
bly concomitant with grex (in the major premise ), and
then finds this invariably concomitant ¥g in a particalar
place in the minor ; that is, he first makes sure of =g as
a general truth, and then determines the existence of this
grersateagg on the qar. The Naiydyika reverses the order,
by first determining the 3g on way, and then joining to it
the notion of invariable concomitance which being derived
from past experience is remembered as soon as the g is
perceived on the gax. In Aristotle’s system, samg is deter-
mined first and then q'gq-'qﬁa-r in Nydya first garawar of the 3g
is known and then the recollected notion of sqr@ is added
to it. To adopt Sanskrit terminology, the combinatjon of
the two notions, ¢. ¢. the qerwdy, is expressed in Nydya as
sgrfRtaareysrydar ; while Aristotle would probably have

described it as garawaTARTE=ATw, if of course he had laid
down any third premise corresponding to qxrmzrarFw. As a

matter of fact we do not find this last form in Aristotle’s
syllogism, because the mixture of the two notions of =qm@®

and gargwtar designated gerasy is only implied and not ex-
pressed in the Aristotelian inference. If however we

introduce a premise into the latter syllogism corres-
ponding to qxmmsl, we shall find that it assumes exactly

the form indicated above, viz. werqFaRresarfa. Take for
example:—

All men are mortal ;
Socrates is a man ;

‘Socrates is mortal.
A Naiyéyika will put this as :—
Homanity (ageqes) is invariably concomitant with

mortality (mefarsgred) ;
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There is humanity in Socrates;
.. There is mortality in Socrates.

This syllogism is defective according to Nydya, because
just before the conclusion there is wanting a step combining
the two premises into one proposition. This gxrazr would
be ¢ the humanity in Socrates is invariably concomitant
with mortality;’’ that is, we cognize ggsaex not as HefeqsqTeT
generally, but as wefegsgrer in a particular individual
Socrates. In other words, the sgrfy which was first universal
is here limited by garawar, ¢ €. gyaRanARrEsana. On the
other hand, the same argument put in the Nydye syllogism
would be:—

3 ZggEr A (AFAEE: ) |
%’(}. HESTATT |
3CG AT TT WIS § WEQATARE: | TAC THIH:
SYEAT T FAg: (AR AT A ATATae: ) |
Ao aeATaaT (FEEEy wels )\

The only difference between this and former syllogism is
that here in the fourth step ¢. e. qarast we predicate wedig-
mregngsgaTares of 3agw, while inthe former we predicat-
ed gateasareas of TazwiRewgsye. The result of course is

the same, and the conclusion is as valid in the one as in
the other syllogism.

6. The above distinction between the forms of the
Aristotelian syllogism and Sanskrit Nydye is nodoubt rather
subtle, and cannot be fully grasped by a student in a prelimi-
nary stage; but it is very important asit explains the peculiar
form assumed by the syllogism of the Naiydyikas. Itis
referred to here in order to show the exact significance of
Annambhatta’s defintion of qxrasy. The Naiydyite swqp@&fa is
essentially based on qwraraf, and the form of quraraf is largely
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due to the peculiar structure of the Nydyo syllogism. The
necessity and the form of the wyrmsy have been much
criticized by writers imperfectly acquainted with the ANydya
_system; but the above analysis will show that gyragr is not
only natural, but absolutely essential in every process of
inference. Only that it must be looked at from its proper
standpoint. Persons accumstomed to Aristotle’s syllogism
find it difficult at first to comprehend the Nydya theory of
inference, involyed as it is in endless technicalitiesand intri-
cacies extremely puzzling to beginners. These technical-
ities however are not meaningless; on the contrary they will
be found on a proper examination to be the result of a deep
and far-reaching analysis of our process of thinking. To
understand the Indian logical method, it is quite necessary
to view all its parts in their proper light. The above compa-~
rison of the Indian and Aristotelian syllogisms will therefore
be usefnl as showing how both, though starting from the
. same common principles, differ in their ontward form owing
to a difference in the manner of applying those principles.

7. srgfata:—7The gist of sygwrer has been suceincetly put by
Kesava Misra in the following statement,

What is Anumiti. ATATAET & TG =AqT(R: qaryHaT SrR ! 9
ST FITRTATA TGS | 3T T aRaraaty

qreTer eraRarasy: [Reata | © This means that of the two
parts of an sygwTH, =an® and gapawar, the first proves the
invariable association of grey with g in general, while the
latter proves the same on gey. The inference therefore consists
in proving existence of @rew on wer from that of ¥g. Vidis-
ydyana explains the derivation of srgare as few g
TR, the ‘subsequent ascertaining of a thing (wrew)
froma signalready known.t The same scholiast defines swgam
as {Fglongar: ¥9agswm | or rather wardor swererer Wdwer
gqraqrd:. The last definition is certainly the simplest, though
notveryaccurate. It describes eygwreras the process by which
from the perceived we get attheknowledge of an associated

¢ T, B.Ben ed. p. 41, tVaton. G. 8. L, 1, 3.
I Vat, on, G. 8. 1,1, 5, Tbid 11, 2, 2,
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unperceived. It is free from some objections to which Annam-
bhatta’s definition is liable. One such objection is noted
and answered by T. D., namely, that the definition of =5g-
far® ( gerassTeaTTae ) would extend to §xraraaersy, which
too is produced by a kind of intermediate gxrezt. When
one sees indistinctly some elongated substance standing at
a distance, one first doubts whether it is a post or man.
Then the observer examines it carefully, and on perceiv-
ing hands and feet to it he concludes that it is a man and
not a post. This last conclusion ought to be an @@
for it is derived froma g, wEAw. We reason g&ye-
RRMErsTR | T | 9 98 FARAE § € 7 1 997 39-
zw: 1 and so on. This would be an srgfar®, although we
usually call it sexey because we actually perceive the man
“after the intermediate reasoning. Vdzsydyana’s definition
would obviously exclude it, for here although we reason
we do not infer an wunperceived thing from the perceived,
both wwy and wxnE being actually perceived. The answer
given by T. D. is somewhat different. Similarly there will

also be 23f=qTi® o0 WRFeaFEI(H which is got after some
sort of an unconscious process of reasoning. We first see
a thing indistinctly and cognize its property wwftaTEa<a
separately; then we infer from the latter that the thing
is a jar. Similarly cognitions derived from ggwmra and grsz
also fall under sgwre and are actually so included by the
Vaiseshikas and Bauddhos. But we cannot include these
cognitions under smf@ra for they give rise to a different
consciousness ( JFSTTETT ) Such a8 FIHAWHFATH O IYRANH
waile in an srgfat@ the consciousness is Sg@AWIH. Lhe
definition of srgf@Afar is therefore faulty, in as much as it
applies to cognitions that are not owgf@@. T. D. gives
one answer to both this and the former objection, viz. that
although there is gyrwst in wardiwewewsr, it is not
accompanied by werar which is a necessary condition of an



240 Tarka—Saigraka. [ emOT. XLIV.

inference. It is therefore necessary to understand what
qerar really signifies.

8. «qarar—An inference has been already described as
the application of a general truth toa

Pakshatd. particular instance. When we infer that
Socrates is mortal, we simply realize in

Socrates that property of mortality which we already know
generally as being invariably associated with humanity.
This particular instance is called gayand may be an in-
dividual, a substance, a place or any other thing, of which
an inferrible property can be predicated. ggrar is the
characteristic which distinguishes the wgar for the time
being, from other things of the same or of different nature.
" Thos any mountain is not gar, but it becomes one uas :soon
as we observe smoke on it, and desire to infer fire there-
from. - qur is first defined as fgawraar, ¢ possessing the
" non-ascertainment of a thing, ’ that is, having on it a
thing ( grsr ) which is unascertained but which is to be
inferred. » Why not then simply say wrewave war:, rather
than saymg Argrwraar wet: 7 Because although the war,
as a mountain for instance, may have fire on it, we do ot
know it at first. In the beginning we simply know that the
fire is not ascertained, thatis, we know of the non-ascer-
tainment of the wreg (Rrgarwra); but not of the grey itself.
{"Where fire is actually perceived its existence is ascertained
and there is no knowledge of non-ascertainment, and conse-
quently no gegar. But suppose we desire to infer fire from
smoke even though we know of its existence from another
source. There is no fgarars here, but the inference would
be still valid. In a gqerwigwre again the @ is already
previously ascertuined by the speaker; and so if gergr Were
simply defined as frwgsrars all such inferences would be
excluded. The ascertainment ( fyfx ), therefore, ‘he
absence of which constitutes gerar, is qualified as being that
which is accomparied by m‘rqrﬁ'q'n'?(g ¢ absence of any
desire to mfer The compound ﬁq-m s is to be dissolved
&Sﬁmﬂﬁiﬂmwm s e etATE:, and not “gEEer T

f&=rmas; that is, for qeymr there is required not only an
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absence of {1, but also an absence of Ry @yr@Te, or
rather the absence of a /@@ which is RryrwEviReassa. In
8 qeratgAare or in the case above mentioned where fire
though actually perceived is sought to be proved by infer-
ence, although there is the {3, it is not accompanied &y
fysrafrarfaees 5 and consequently there is still an smqra of

such a | as is fAwra@niRewsza. This latter spara
results from the non-existence of either of its constituents

(wez. fRarafiqrET or @TE ), and exists both where there
is no f1¥ as in an ordinary ergara, and also where there
is % but there is no fFqraf@ynTee, - ¢. where there is
fRryrafayr. Of the two conditions therefore mentioned above,
namely, non-ascertainment of wregr and a desire to infer,
either may suffice to constitute garar. 'In o Fxrdracaarsy
there is no such geyar, because the man and his w3 being
perceived simultaneously there is no gyew left to be ascer-
tained and also no desire to infer it. The above definition
. of qarar which is taken by Annambhatte from Tattva-Chin-
tdmani of Gangesa is the most common one ; but it is open
to an objection. When a man in the interior of the house
hears a loud noise in the sky, he at once concludes it to be
thunder. This is undoubtedly an inference, but there is no
garar according to the above definition, because there is no
Rrgwr, the ascertainment of thunder instantly f{ollowing.
the hearing of the sound ; nor is there any fgrafar on the
part of the hearer,asthereisno sufficient interval between the
hearing and the sgfen@ for such a desire to arise. The
whole operation is instantaneous and almost involuntary-
Annambhatia’s definition would have the effect of excluding
such inferences from the class of srgfrf@. Nor can they be
geqer, because the hearer being in the interior of the house.
never sees the clonds. Hence N. B. on Sect. 51, having
stated the objection, remarks : grfiweaiot Fera AR@®-
@RI e Radwaw. This new definition of garar
:iilc”)‘pted b’y the moderns in preference to the one accepted
by Annambhatic is wgfrgRzaas OF ATAANIIATERH,
which being very wide is not likely to exclude any thing.

31
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As regards the time-honoured definition it is necessary to
add a remark of 8. M. RuryfmfAes® semafsas-

argiafaamEst RERERST JaggH@Taavas®T IHAT,
is, the ascertainment spoken of must be of the particular
_gertintended in the inference, so that although one might
have ascertained fire upon a mountain from light, he should
not be further debarred from inferring the same fire from
smoke. In Sect. 51 further on gar isdefined as @f@vawregaTa,
¢ a thing on which the existence of grewr is doubted; ’ but
the definition does not differ from the one given above as
the word ggvy implies both the absence of @fRy and the

presence of frgran@ar. T

9. gaTyHar.—qeTar being thus determined, it will be com-
paratively easy for the student to under-

Paksha-dharmets, Stand gerqefar the knowledge of which is
said to constitute qerast. It is defined as

(3dn ) swglers { or qerdsa: (V. V.) ¢the residence of
8 on war; * but this does notconvey the idea accurately.
There are many things on the mountain such as trees and
stones, but smoke alone is called qara# because smoke alone
leads to the inference of fire in the particular case. There
may be other things such as light or burnt-up ashes which
may equally conduce to an inference of fire ; but they are ir-
relevant in an inference from smoke, and so are not wgargs.
Agnin as all things on the mountain are not ggrysf, so all
smoke in the world is not also ggras, although the whole of
it be g@=arew. Only that particular line of smoke which is

seen issuing from the top of the mountain is gargqs, because
the knowledge of that alone is effective in giving an’ infer-
ence of fire on the mountain. All our previous knowledge about
the invariable concomitance of smoke and fire will avail
us nothing if we do not observe a particular gy

* 8. M. Cale, ed. p. 69,

t For further remarks see Note on Sect. 51 infra.
$B. P, 69. .
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on the top of the mountain. This is the reason, as has
been already pointed out, why gqurmst is defined as the
knowledge of gaywgstar, and not that of ¥g merely; for it is
not any smoke but smoke when cognized as a w# of the qar
that produces sgfin@. Nor is it sufficient to .cognize smoke
on any mountain, butthe cognition must take place on a
mountain which is a gax, that is, which possesses the gavar
as above defined. Hence wsrgsfar may be fully defined as
TSy T EA ST waTaar which is paraphrased as {Rura—
RAGIWTTEAT qT THET qEIT SASHEE  TeAAE QAT SGAT (ALY
I ® AT, ¢ the smoke as conditioned by the mountain
which determines in this case the sphere of gsrar.’ The
knowledge of smoke so conditioned leads to sgréi® when
additionally qualified by a knowledge of the =aTi®. sqTfR-
fAfirevaradaTaTae cannot be dissolved, says Nilakaniha, as
YRR 9T erqsaT aey {rAw, ¢ cognition of qayywar in a
smoke that is already known to be =zfg=arew.’ This would
accord with Aristotle’s method, as has been already poiutad
out, which first states the =gnfr in the major premiss, and
then realizes it in the thing denoted by the minor term; but
such a dissolution, says Nilakantha, would exclude ‘an
_ inference of the sgfdi® kind which is always based on a
contrary negative concomitance, and .in which the gayasar
belougs not to the thing which is =gmafai@rs but to it
contradictory. The compound therefore must be taken as a
FHITTE, being dissolved sTRTATRIE & AqeTaHaATHA T, know-
ledge of qayastar as qualified by the ( knowledge of ) sam@&.’
Mere knowledge of wayqsfar is obtained by perception when
_one sees the line of smoke on the mountain-top, but it alone
does not produce srgfTa. It becomes gyreat when combined

with a knowledge of sar{@ after sarfaeazor. Hence the remark
of T. D. =arfafavas TeqarasiarsTaa. Technic:ﬂly expressed
=T is not & fA3rgur of wayae ( smoke ), but & gF of the
qETRATST it is a property of the perceptive knowledge of
smoke on the mountain, and not a quality of the smoke
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itgelf. The reason is obvious. =yiryis asubjective conception,
not a material quality residing in an external object such as
smoke. +r itself cannot therefore be sgmf@afare, but yagma
can be TR gRaFRanAGaa. dence the complete definition
of TaAN 15 FrEIRTETENANA G —ITa =g T e = -

f3regaraet (Asaa: (Vil). This avrast is illustrated in the

cognition FfEsATCTIRATT oXa:, Wwhich always precedes the
o '(r‘i;r Eff\i{ﬂ'ﬁ-,

10. There is no English word which can convey the
exact notion of gyrast. Ballantyne trans-

leg:glish equiva-  Jates it by ‘logical antecedent’ but the
rendering is not appropriate. The expres-

sion ‘10g1ca1 datam’ is also not very happy as it implies-
that qerest is an assumption made to serve a logical purpose,
and isnota necessary stepin every nataral process of thinking.
The word yxrast etymologically means consideration, hut the
latter word does not convey the full idea of qqm—qf as used
by the Naiydyikas. It is however issued by Roer and Max-
Miiller,, and I have adopted it for want of a better one. For
wgrara 1 have adopted the term Judgment on the authority
of Whately,* while its instrument the srgwre is denoted by
Inference. =g is ‘invariable concomitance’, and mnot
‘pervading inherence’ us Roer renders it, because it is not
an inhering attribute of a material object, but a relation of
the notions of two things. There is a difficulty about the
proper rendering of war. It is not correct to translate wgay
by ‘minor term’, as Roer and others probably misled by
notions of Aristotelian logic, have done. ¢ Minor term ’
would be a proper equivalent for gerare® g, and not for
qay itself. The rendering of ger by ¢ subject ’ is perhaps
better, as ger like Aristotle’s minor term is the subject
in the conclusion, but it also is liable to misapprehension.
I have therefore contented myself with the ordinary word
place * to express the idea of gar. For the same reason itis
m1sleadmg though not positively incorrect to translate gby

- % Whately Elemaonis of Logic Bk. ii, Ch_ L 1.
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¢ middle term,’ as some havedone. ¥g or rather ¥garsw,
as a part of the five-membered syllogism, can best be render-
ed by ‘reason,” and corresponds to minor premiss, while
fore can be translated by ¢ sign. ’ Terms of the formal syl-
iogism ought wnot to be indiscriminately applied to things
which form part of the previous process of thinking. The
same caution is required in applying other terms derived
from European logic to their Sanskrit counterparts.

11. =gm%:—The word sami& is perhaps the most difficult
as it is also the most important term

Vyapti. occurring in connection with the subject of
inference. =grfg has been translated as

invariable concomitance 3 and the author defines it in the text
as gregdaan: (invariability of concomitance) which means
the same. But what does concomifance mean, and what
does its inwariability signity 2 The illustration ( a7 ) of

~

=qria, ¢ Wherever there is smoke there is fire, 77 gives no
doubt some idea of this invariable concomitance, but it
does not furnish us with a sure test as to how =gn® isto
be found out and under what conditiouns itis valid. We
must therefore further analyze the two notions involved in

& =qT(R, viz. that of @rg=¥ * co-existence ’ or ¢ concomi-
tance, ’ and that of ¢ universality > or rather the ¢ invari-
ability * of this wrgsd. wQewd is the gramaT@FEwT, co-
existence in one and the same place, of ¥g and wrew; and
when this coexistence of one thing with another is observed
wherever the other thing exists, the wrg=ra is called faa
( fSg®a gaar ) or invariable, and the thing so found co-
existing is said to be zqrq® of the other thing. Thus fire is
always found where smoke exists, and is therefore syrqs of
4# ; while as smoke is not always observed along with fire
as in a red-hot iron-ball, smoke is not the =qrgs of =1g.
There is no doubt a sqmia between fire and smoke, but the
sariw is of fire on smoke, and not wice versa; for fire, besides
existing in all places occupicd by smoke, exists in others
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where there is no smoke, and is thus more estensive. The
=vfg therefore not only means co-existence or concomitance,
but also involves the idea of a greater extent. A =grqs is
generally greater inextent than the sqrey, though not neces-
sarily so ; for in the exceptioual case where both may be

, co-extensive, both are sgrag and =zgrer of each other. To
- cover this exceptional case Nuiydyikas define zgrig simply

as invariable co-existence, which is of course found both
when the wmyew is greater than or equal in extent to

the ®raa.

- 12. The words exteni and cxtensive are ambiguous as
they are likely to be misunderstood in the sense of volume
such as bulk or quantity or area. Thusa field of 20 acres
would be said to be more extensive than another of 10
acres as it would include the latter and would still leave
some of its parts unoccupied ; but it is not sgrgE in the
sense in which the term is used in Nydys. This will be
clear by another example. Of the two sums of 100 and

* 50 rupees respectively, the larger obviously includes the
- smaller, but a Naiydyike would call the smaller sum the
- =qmgs of the larger, because it is found in a greater number

of places than the other. The number fifty exists wherever
there is .the hundred, and in many other places besides,
¢. g. where there are numbers between fifty and hundred. If,
for instance, we bring together twenty people having salaries
above fifty, of whom only five get hundred rupees or
more, the sum of hundred occurs in five instances only,

- while that of fifty is found in twenty. Fifty invariably co-
- exists with hundred, but not zice w»erse; and hence the Nai-
- whyikas would say that fifty is the sgvqw egr and hundred

the sgreg WeaT. Any inference from hundred as a ¥g to fifty
as a |rew, such as A has fifty cows because he was seen with

a hundred, would therefore be valid, so far as =gm® is
concerned. Of course these being immediate inferences,
they may not perhaps be called deductions proper, but
the =ypfg is true all the same. TR therefore,
though - primarily involving the ideas ~of extension
and- inclusion,ui& pﬂsen-the‘ oppesite of them; for-it -is not
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the bigness of the thing itself, but the number of instances
in which it is found that makes it sgrgs. Hence =qm® is
defined in terms of co-existence or concomitance, and not as .
extension or pervasion.

13. Except in the rare case where g and greg are co-
extensive, =qrfg is & unilateral relation between them ; that
is, if any two things are taken, one of them is at once deter-
mined to be the sqrqs of the other, and their syregsgmgmaTs
does not vary so Jong as the two things are taken in the
same sense and with the same qualifications. The grzad-
firore is.therefore the invariable co-existence of sgrqs with
the sgvew and not vice versa; and as in a valid inference, the
greg must always be the sgrqs of ¥g, that is, must be more
extensive than or at least co-extensive with the gg, *ﬂle .
definition of ca;rm:r in T. 8. must obviously be taken in a
limited sense. This limitation is fully brought out in the
enlarged definition of =grg ngen by T. D, g@mmm
wmmﬁmﬁmmmmﬁqawm, Wthh is explained by
Nilakantha thus : stgard GRUEETE (TSR ) TATHATATTIETOT
QseeararT: (g ) agqEanet (afg: ), araEny-
FOG gRSR, M Tar guwasay: | The sramristor, ac-
cording to this definition, is of the grew on the g, 7. e. of
the sgrqe on the =yrey., But how do we know that the greg-
is the syrgs ? To clear this doubt a qualification is added
to the grwr, that it must be ‘a thing which is not a counter~

entity ( wf@qnfr) of any absolute negation ( /. ¢. an absolute
negation of anything ) co-existing with the 8g.” Smoke for
ingtance can co-exist with the syegwarwra of vz, or q=, or in’
fact of every thing that is not necessarily associated with
it; and hence those things are counter-entities of 3g°— wr,
while fire is not so, because there can be no smoke in the ’

absence of fire. The expression WATIRIETOEFATATITN R~
gi@ is nothing but a paraphrase of the word fags which -
occurs in T, §., for the invariable presence of a thing is
the same as the absence of its co-existent negation: Com-

mentators however are not satisfied even with thik circum-
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locution, for there is still a doubt as to whether the ¥g
and greg are all things denoted by the words or only in-
dividual things referred to on particular occasions; or in
other words, whether the smoke said to be =zfgsarew is
smoke in general, or the particular gwyggr observed on the
mountain. That the former meaning is to be taken is made
clear by the insertion of the word er@gw; and the definion

o~ o~

is thus enlarged: FgwaTAMYHTUTEATHETRIRATAXZEE-
AEAITSS TEIARed — ATTHATATIECOIT — SgaTTSeTHaTq
(Nit.). =giiwis thus a qi of Bg (Fgara=@z® ), residing
(#1]) in a thing co-existent with a wreg that is distingunish-
ed (e ) by an wa=¥zwaw (a@ew) which characterizes
the srew (7. e. resides in the grew ), but does not pertain to
a wiaarer (wRaREraTse8g® ) of any of the (countless) ab-
solute negations coexisting with Bg (wa ). This frightful
periphrases is intended to signify nothing more than that
‘the sqreg=arawwta lies between the generalities of fire and
smoke and not between the individual ;1% and gw; that is,
fire is the =gra® of smoke as fire in general, and not as a
particular fire in the kitchen or the hearth.

14. Before adverting to the question how this =qm§ is
known, it may be useful to consider a few
definitions of =qTi&, given by other writers,
in order to further elucidate the Naivdyita
notion of sg1(®, as well as to indicate briefly the general
character and drift of the endless controversies carried on
_ about it. “There is in fact no other single topic in the Nydya
" philosophy, which has evoked such an amount of subtle

hair-splitting from scholastic dispuntants, as the definition
‘of =grf@. Whole works have been written for the purpose
© of settling o correct definition, and every writer of some

pretensions has endeavoured to start a separate sohool ad-

vocating a particular definition. ' Viisandtha gives two

definitions of =gtfy, of which he prefers the second. He

first defines =gm®@ a8 WUEEEFARWATET: .queme of the
2g on any thing except the one having @rex.’* But this

Various defini-
tions of Vyapti.

° B, P. 67.
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definition is éng-m ws it does not apply in & Fawreald dAgATT,
such as g# gred Fgeara, where aregey and 3rger being pro-
perties of all knowable things, there is no object that can
be called wrerazer, and hence sgm@ in such cases cannot be
known. Consequently this definition of the ancients is
abandoned by modern writers. The other definition of
Visvandthe is IgameEwmiaacardrsnasogy ©  which
is identical with the one given by T. D., ¥gafefate cor-

responding to FgEATATAEIOMTaTwry. Here also, as in

T. D’s definition, the greayst is to be understood as «1&-
FiftrarAa=eg® and gregargsdss. T Again the wrammasd
is to be by the same g such as either wwarg or HIM.
Otherwise fire not residing in the parts of smoke by intimate
union will not be guranfaswwor with it. Now, an objector
may ask, will not the definition be inapplicable to an
inference like ord wfwdnft, wagerema | Where wgiw being
an sxsgrergiRy gor, both it and its spwry are wETaTREHTOr With
the gatex of the tree ? The answer is no, because it is a rule
that spurer and its gl are never gwn@eswor. [u this way
rival disputants go on starting and answering objections,
most of which are technical and scarcely add to the know-
ledge of the student.

15 =q7(§ is divided into two sorts, srexg=ariy and =afays-
=ama, of which the first again is of two

Kinds of Vydpti. kinds, gRgersarie and (Qgraregsary. |

' sregsaTfer is the one already explained,
where grewr has @aaare=sd with ¥g. Its twosub-divisions ox-
thve qorzaTi® and REgTear@g=In® seem to be invented chiefly
for dialectical purposes, and are of uo scientific value. Bach
of these classes comprises a namber of definitions arranged
on a systey of gradation, the simpler preceding the more
difficult. Of these the Rgreafggsam@s are comparatively
few and simple ; but the other class comprises those on

* P. B. 68. (
t See p. 35 1. 4 and the preceding Note 13 on p, 248. Supra,
1 B.P.141-3,
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which Indian schoolmen like Raghundtha and Gadidhara
have exhausted their whole dialectical ingenuity. The class
of q¥wer=am@s comprisesin all twenty one definitions, of which
five form one group called gegwereft, fourteen another group
called srgderaerult, and the lasttwo are independent, having
the quaint names R¥gwaror and sgrm@eror respectively. The
five definitions in gagwarofy together with the last two being,

like the first of Visvandtka noticed above, based on the ¥z
or srary of wrew do not apply to ¥Fweremrd inferences, and
are accepted only by the school of Gangesa. The fourteen
definitions comprising Tg$areToft are applicable to all the
three kinds of inferences, asthey are based onthe doctrine
that things might be as well defined by properties they do
not possess as by those they do. The doctrine was first
enunciated by Saundadopddhydye, and is technically known
as rEorTRTtnSeanT. These details are quite sufficient
to frighten away an ordinary student from the tangled web
of dialectic subtility, named sgn®ary, that has been woven
round the broad and quite intelligible rule, FRTaarEad
e, Annambhatta has wisely kept clear ofall this mass of
superfluous refinement by contenting himself with a simple
definition suited to a manual for beginners.

16. The other kind of sq7fR is so/aRs=aT® and is the con-
verse of the areaa=aqn®. R F=MTH Is €X-

Anvaya-vylpti lained b . O a PO :
and Vyatireka- P y S. C. as fai®: WOEATWTERE:

vy-Gpti. ATIAT: FETAR AT (SqALH ) T
Every si=rusarfa has a sgfassan@ corres-
ponding to it, because if sqreg=aTqHATT exXists between ¥gand

wTeT,it must also exist between their negations takenin the in-
verse order.Thusifthe propositionggax gma';ra‘r’g: istrue,
its converse g 9x FrAWTITA qF YHTWIT: must also be true.The
difference between the two is that while in s =an®, ®regis
sqTeF and g AT, in a TR FH=aN® the ¥erwra becomes =y,
and gregTaTy becomessgrey. In other words the premise stands
a5 if we are actually inferring ywrre, from gwgramy. It is clear
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therefore that the same proposition ¥ FFARATIATIHTATIS
would be syfassarfy if the resulting sgf@® is oddr aigaT
and would be an srergsai@ if the AAg@TF 1S TFAT TRIATIATT
the ¥g in the latter case being gwgrwra. Udayana according-
ly defines =ofRXETMR 25 WIEATITTHTIRTEATAITTATTINA 5
which Visvandtha putsin simple language * greqrarasamasa
¥eqwraer g23q. " There is much difference of opinion about
sgfa¥®=am(e, which will be noticed when we come to the
sqfa(® ergaT; but it may be remarked here that according
to many Indian scholastics, and.according to European
logicians generally, syfavE=an® is not a different sqn® but a
mere restatement of the stwarz obtained by a sort of conver-
sion of the major premise. The process however is not
simple conversion, but corresponds to what Prof. Bain calls
Obuerted Concersion or Contrapssition. The predicate in a
Universal Affirmative proposition being always more ex-
tensive than the subject, it requives to be either limited or
obverted when the proposition is converted. Hence the con-
version of an A proposition always requires two processes
first Obversion and then Comversion. Qbuersion is the denial
of the predicate, while Conversion is the transposition of the
subject and the predicate. Thus to give Prof. Bain’s own
example of the Obvertive Conmversion of an A proposition,t

AlXisY
gives by Obversion

No X ig not-Y
which by simple Conversion (of E) is
No not-Y is X
Or,
All men are mortal;
by Obv.=No men are immortal;
by Conv.=No immortals are men.
Now let us put the Nydye stock instance into the
general form All X isY, and we shall see how the same
process gives us its safdfRE=ana:—

¢ B. P, 142,
t Bain: Deduotive Logic, p. 116.
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. 9Y 9t ymeT ¥ ¥ argara=«All smoking things are fiery;
By Obv.=4Y 9r gaara .

7 § 7 gearargarg = No smoking things are non-fiery;
By Cono.= av o " {=No non-fiery things are

T T gwET Or smoking.
T QT TG F THATHIII0T

It will be thus seen that a zgfakss=an® is only a repeti-
tion of the sreaasgn® in another form of language, and con-
sequently no change iy made in the nature of the proof or in
the srgf@t@ by its substitution for the swegz=an@&. Sometimes
and especially in a ¥ggegfayfE iuference where syexg=an®
cannot be had it is very useful, and hence it has been re-
cognized as a distinct species.

Seor. XLY. wréd nast =
Inference is of two lkinds:— One’s Own and Another’s.
Of these One’s Own is the source of one's own inference.
Since a man having kimself ascertained by frequent observation
the generalization, wherever theve s smoke there is fire as
ina kitchen, approaches o mountain, and suspecting fire

thereon and seeing smoke on the mountain, remembers
the generalization, wherever there is smoke there is fire.

Then the knowledge is produced that the mountain has smoke
accompanied by fire. This is called Consideration. Thence

arises the inference viz. the knowledge that mountain is fiery.
This is One’s Own inference. When, howerer, after inferring
Jire from smoke oneself, a five-membered syllogismis employed to
enlighten another person, it is Another’sinference: e. g. Mountain
is flery, because it smokes;whatever smokes is fiery, as a kitchens
thes is so; hence this is fiery. By this means even another man
apprehends fire from o sign (so) propounded.
1. The division of srgwra into zaref and garer, though not
found in the aphorisms of Gotama or Kand-
sg{}f g };",’ " dais considerably old, being first mention-
other. ed in Prasastapbda’s scholium. Ety-
mologically wgref and guref respectively mean what is intend-
ed for oneself and what is foranother ( wer gvew ar 1 wdi-
W e &q ); bub they can be better named informal and
Jormal, or primary and secondary respectively. wraigama
is useful for removing one’s own doubt, while gyratgar is
employed when a conviction is sought to be produced in
the mind of another. wtrafgwmrer thereforc presupposes
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and is based upon a wgrytEETE, for one man cannot con-
vince another without being first convinced himself.
The distinction between the two is founded on the
presumption that as in a wgrutgurr we deal with pre-
mises immediately known to us and derived from our own
experience, we do not require them to be stated with exact
formality, while in a uyyrgtgars, the premises which are
discovered by one man and imparted to another through
the medium of language are liable to be misunderstood
or misconstrued, and therefore require to be stated with
precision. The speaker cannot express himself fully and
clearly, or the hearer may be incapable of comprehending
his meaning, or he may be misled by his own pre-conceived
notions, or the words used may be ambiguous or incorrect,
too general or too narrow in sense. There is in fact a greater
likelihood of what we call fallacies of language being commit-
ted and other fallacies being disguised in a gqyyef than ina
wrref ergaTe; and hence the condition is laid down in the
former that each proposition must be stated in a prescribed
form. The etymological sense of the two wordshas therefore
merged into the later and wmore iutelligible distinction
between the two kinds of inference, namely, that qeratgam
is syllogistic or formal, and earsf is the opposite of it. N. B.
defines them as =grogdisd and sgraTRSes respectively,
meaning that sgra or syllogism is essential to a qeref but not
to a e wgww.  Similarly Diarmottardchérya, the
commentator on Nydya~Bindu, remarks quratgard sreatend |
wraigaT g gwmenEas L Pradastapida also says qeamaas
AFT WA AT wratgarag |1

2. Of the two kinds the term egas is properly applica-
ble to the waref only, for it is the real mwor of wgfn?.
Whether we take the srgi@fasvor to be fogame, =nfagma or
QUHEA, it is undoubtedly svamem® as the wred is, while
qrel being srsgrems should naturally fall under srszgaror. But
quatgare is included under wwmme for the sake of con-
venience. The explanation given by the author of Nydya-
Bindu isgoy wrafearerg, ‘the word sygar is used in a second-

* Nydya-Bindu-Tike Bitl. Ind. p. 21.
T P. B. ed. p. 231
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ary sense to denote gere] which is g=ratems because the =
(syllogism) is the cause of conveying to the hearer’s mind
fegata which is the real ergarer.” The wigfafy in a QAT
garw 19 the notion wady =fgwry generated in the hearer’s
mind. This notion is not conveyed to him directly by words
as 1o grrszaTy, but he is made to infer it from a previous
notion similarly conveyed by words =afgsareagward waq:.
This latter notion exactly corresponds to the grmst in a
wrertgwre, and is likewise a combination of sgnfg and gayas-
arsra. Hence the definition of swtgfen@, viz. qurasiaes [Tae
applies to a vicarious (gerey) judgment as much as to an
original (egref) one. The real gyor of this qrrutgfn® is then
the notion of gerast or =a1fy or ¥ as comprehended by the
hearer; but we have no knowledge of this notion except
through the =g7g or syllogism which produced it. Hence the
srEiaTaEoeg which really belongs to the notion in the mind
of the listener is attributed to its cause the geragaarTsa by
a sort of gayarr or wy=e. Nilekantha therefore remarks:—
T IUTATEHTATIEET I0ET WETTIEqTy: qdrerd |rearginaed
TEATIREGITEAT TRATA TG AT BCONSFIOATISA: | KT T
ghifirrygREiiorwms oF swiiaaiaggai vy -
ST | AATY COATIATATIIAS TNATIAET WA TGATTIETI -
TIEH: TAT TR AAST gpwaaraia. Nilakanthe means
that the author is not inconsistent in calling here the wagr-
FuaareT the qeratgara, and again in stating subsejuently
that fFgaerast is the sor of both wyef and qord erEf@TR,
because the use of the word yrrastgara to denote the syllogism
is only secondary. Except in this one particular, both kinds
of inferences agree in all respects, and the same rules and
conditions apply to Loth equally. The distinction between the
two is useful for no other purpose thanto emphasize the fact
that,thongh in practice the syllogistic form, ¢.e. the geratgwrs,
absorbs almostall our attention owing to its being subject to
rules of logic, the mental process called wqrutgwr, whether
original or induced by worduin the hearer’s mind, congtitutes
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the real inferential operation. FPractically every mental
operation can be clothed in words. while on the other
hand every syllogism presupposes a mental inference; so
both are one, or rather they form two parts of the sawme
process of inference. Consequently Aristotle.takes account
of syllogism only, ignoring the wrrfgr®f@ altogether, and
the Naiydyikas also have done the same. Prof. Max
Miiller is therefore totally wrong when he remarks:—
“ What is called by Annambhatte the conclusion for one-
self, corresponds fotidem wverbis with the first form of
Aristotle’s syllogism. What is called the conclusion for
others seems more irregular on account of its five members,
and of the additional instances which seem to vitiate the
syllogism. ”” * It appears that Prof. Max Miiller like many
other Western scholars failed to understand the real signi-
ficance of the division of wref and garef.

3. Annambhatia gives a circumstantial and fairly accurate
description of the process by which we first infer fire on
a smoking mountain, and then communicate our knowledge
to another in the same order. We first observe smoke on
the mountain, then suspect that there is fire, and then re-
member the szrf|; at last joining this sarfgemzor with the
gergRarsra got by actual perception, we obtain the complex
grrast denoted by sfgsuremwwmars wsa:. This quuesf is
variously called fagaerazt or gdtr@wmraar. S. C. explains
the former term as sqrfagea Faad wawd@ ¢ T yans-
TaeT TR Frarany: ‘knowledge of @@ in the peculiar
form defined as a qyrazr.” It isalso called gdtm@gacrast
because it is the last of the three cognitions of smoke that
are requisite for the inference of fire. The first cognition
is the knowledge of smoke as associated with fire in the
kitchen room ( werterardr ); the second is the perceptive
knowledge of smoke on the mountain; and the third is
the complex and derived knowledge of the same smoke ag
invariably concomitant with fire.t This gerest necessarily

* Thomson’s Laws of Thought Appendix p, 293.
+ 8. C. loc. cit. and T, K. Bom. ed. p. 10-1.
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gives birth to eratg®@. When this process is put in the
form of a syllogism for the edification of another it be-
comes & yTATIHIA-

4. There are however other classifications of srgars which
are based on real distinctions. Gotama

ngi’}genci"e’i“i""s divides ergwT intg thref kinfls:—.:;.a?zf-a,
Hgag and grarsgar g2.” This division

appears to be the most ancient as well as the most generally
accepted. gagis of wwul agq , FWOSFEAF: ‘Teason-
ing from cause to effect,” asaninference from the appearance
of thick clouds that a shower of rain will ensue, because
* clouds are known to cause rain. Frywg is Fv: FF aga,
q;pﬁ%wqm FETeIT FETFAWE, on inference of a past
shower of rain from the overflow of the river, because the
latter is known to be the effect of the former. |TATTAT T2
comprises all other inferences that are neither from cauge
to effect nor from effect to cause. Vaisydyana adds another
interpretation of the words. according to which the distinc-
tive marks of the three varieties differ slightly. Accord-
ing to this second interpretation,t gifaq is an inference from
a precedent, i. e., an inference of one from the other of
two things that were formerly observed to be closely asso-
ciated together. The ordinary inference of fire on the
mountain from smoke, and in fact all deductions proper are
of this kind. Frymg is the inference by elimination, s. e,
the determination of an object to be something because it
is not any other thing, just as sound is proved to be a
quality because though a product it is neither substance
nor action. wrHTETAY ¥ is the deduction of the nature of
an invisible thing from a general law previously known, such
as the law of causality. Soul for instance is invisible,
but its existence is proved by the necessity that gfy and
other qualities must reside in a substance according to the

*@. 8. 1, 1, 5,
T Vat. on G. 8. 1, 1, 5.
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general law that every quality must have a substratum.
|raTegar gF is thus in one sense opposed to gfwy, the latter,
as Vdchaspati remarks, being geeamarorarareafasy, while
the former is srrmgwwErET@YT.” g97q is the inference
of an object whose peculiar property ( =g@arur), which is also
the common characteristic (wrarres) of its class such as the
Tigew of 7fE, is previously observed (zw), while the wzeuw
of an invisible object inferred by wrarewat e is never
perceived. Vichaspat: classes these two kinds under one
head, framars, that is, an inference through an affirmative
generalization (sregwzgn®); while Zrqwrg differs from them
both in being based on a negative generalization (sgfavw=an®)-

-

5. Another division of srgare is into three kinds Faar-
T, Fageutacis and SeggegR(E, the fundamentum divisionis
being the affirmative or negative character of the ¥g or
rather of the sgtfg. A judgment derived from an ey g or
a maff® &g olone is Fwgreafd or Pxwsafai®, while one
to which both kinds of Rg-are applicable is gwg or
ereggsatayfes. The difference between this classification
and the former one is that while the former is based
partly on the nature of the conclusion or sgfEfE, aund
partly on the mode of reasoning employed, the latter is
entirely based ow the character of the mwor or 3g. The
distinction of sywyer and =ufay® pertains to the 3g alone, and
not to the reselting judgment whick is the same whether
derived from an syefa O & syt vy dnwambhatta therefore
very properly treats this last classification as a division of
fg and not that of sgmre. ¥ The first classification also
seems to have rather gone out of fashion with .the modern
school of Naiydyikas, owing probably to its vagueness and
want of a common principle of division. The distinction
between egref and gref interences was probably invented by
the Vaiseshikas.

6. Prasastapide sub-divides et =game into ze and

*  Sdnkhya-T. K, p. 16,
+ See Sect. 48, Notes 3 & 4 p. 287. Infra.
33
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|TRTeTaY =¥, the difference between the two being that, in
gy the inferred thing is emctly of the same kind asg its
prototype, as when we infer a cow from our previous know-
ledge of cows having dew-laps, while in grareaar g a property
is inferred in a thing from its observation in a quite different
kind of thing, as causality is inferred in dead matter because
it is observed in animals.* There is probably a confusion
of ideas here, for the illustration of zw is more like a case
of §aFeTaeagey OF & mere wwYur than an inference proper,
while the example of the: second is only a particular
application of the general method of inference as described
above.

7. Having noticed the different kinds of srgare mentioned
: by Sanskrit writers, it will be useful to
Ny‘;’;'iuﬁg’sog;‘“ the  compare these classifications with those
of Aristotle and the modern European
logicians. The most obvious defect in the Nydy+ system and
one that has been chiefly dwelt upon by its European critics
is the non-recognition of anything corresponding to what
we now call inductive reasoning. The same objection formed
the gist of Lord Bucon’s indictment against Aristotle and
the logic of medieeval schoolmen ; but a closer study of
Aristotle’s work has now shown that he did not actually
ignore induction but attached less importance to it than
we are prone to donow. The same thing is true of the Nydya
system. Like Aristotle, Naiydyikus were aware of the
inductive method, but considered it as subservient to the
purposes of deduction which was the stgwte proper. Every
deduction is based ona generalization, and this generalization
is obtained by an accumnlation of particular instances by a
process knoavn as induction. A Naiydyike would theretore
value induction only as a means for discovering sgn® which
is necessary for a proper stgwre. How then is this Induction
treated of in the Nydya system ? To get an answer to this
question we must consider the Naiydyiks doctrine as to how
a =R is obtained.

* P, B. Beu. ed. p, 205,
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8. It will be remembered that sqn® was defined as fva-
: grewd of ¥g and wrers and the exact
Vyapti, meaning of this phrase was also explain-
ed. But how are we to make ourselves
sure of this fRagagrews ? What is in fact the means of arriv-
ing at,and the test of determining this invariability of
concomitance ? Annambhatta supplies the answer to this
question in Sec. 45. In describing wmrafgwra bhe says that
sqTie is obtained by repeated observation of the association
of fire with smoke, or in other words by the accumulation
of numerous instances in which this association is found.
But this would certainly not suffice to give us a valid sgm&.
Observation of a fact, repeated howsoever often, is no
guarantee against the possibility of the existence of a
contrary fact. 'We may observe the association of fire and
smoke in ninty nine cases, but we cannot from thence
conclude that it must exist in the hundredth case also. It
is impossible for one man to examine all the cases of a
particular nature, and our widest generalizations are there-
fore based on a limited number of instances. The possibi-
lity of a contrary fact, therefore, still remains, and the sqf@
remains at best a doubtful hypothesis. To prevent this
sare=m, T. D. adds that the knowledge of grgss produces
same not by itself, but when combined with the absence of
the knowledge of =gfasgre ( contradiction ). The fagw of
grewd which constitutes sgrfw is therefore defined as s=gfr-
g, ‘absence of any contradiction ;’ that is, in order to
know =gm(® not only is it necessary to observe the associa-
tion of fire and smoke in numerous instauces, but there
must not also be a single instance in which smoke is found
dissociated from fire. wE=dFT and Wﬁﬁﬁi‘g are .
tharefore the two causes of the knowledge of = =mR, and as
such correspond to the Method of agreement and the Method
of difference that are employed in Induction. These two
are not however collateral or independent causes of T,
but the latter is subservient to the first, and both constitute
one joint cause. The process therefore closely resembles
Mill’s J oint Method of agreement and difference.*

* Mill : System of Logic, People’s Ed. p. 259.
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9. Now =wfysem@rs may be the certainty of a contrary
fact or a mere suspicion, because both are
aqually effective in destroying the cevtainty
of =qrf@. Again the sgfrgrofisag may be
well-grounded or ill-grounded : if the former, it is true, and
the =yyf® is invalid. If it is ill-grounded, or if there is only a
suspicion of sgfusm, it can be dispelled either by reason-
ing or by a sort of intuitive knowledge. Instances of the
latter are what we call necessary truths, such as the axioms
of Geometry which are selt-evident and require no proof.
When they are not so they can be proved to be true by the
reductio ad absurdum method of reasoning which is called
a$ in Nydya.® Take for example the san® a3 vawax 715
If this is not true, its contradictory, siz. that smoke is
" gometimes not accompanied by fire, must be true. Then
in those cases where smoke is found without fire, it must
have for its cause something else. Hence fire is not the
invariable antecedent of smoke and it cannot therefore be
its cause, which is inconsistent with our knowledge that
fire is the cause of smoke. The conclnsion being thus absurd,
the assumption from which it was derived must be wrong ;
and its contradictory, namely the =@, must be right. In
this way by means of an assumed hypothesis ( g% ), which
'when carried to its legitimate conclusion leads to =rg-
'wreurag of fire and smoke, we prove the invariable conco- .
.mitance of those two things. The reductio ad absurdum
reasoning consists in taking for granted an hypothesis
exactly opposite to the proposition to be proved and then
drawing from it a conclusion which is evidently false, and
the falsity of which vitiates the hypothesis and thus proves
- its contradictory. In this way =qui® too may be said to be
indirectly obtained by wrgwra. In the particular instance
of fire and smoke, we can indeed derive the generalization
of their invariable concomitance from a still wider generali-
zation, namely the law of causality, by the direct syllogi-
 stic method, thus:—

Contradictory
Instances,

Every effect is invariably associated with its cause;

# Seq Seo. LX1V Note 3, p. 361 infra.
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Smoke is the effect of fire s
.. Smoke is invariably associated with fire.

But tLis syllogism iz quite different from the &% des-
cribed above and is prackically useless as it involves an argu-
ment ina circle. It smoke is iuvariably associated with
fire, because it is the effect of fire, how do we know that it
is such an effect ¥ This wmrfurewrayy of smoke and fire can
only be deduced irom the observed invariable concomitance
of the two, and hence the syllogism is defective as assum-
ing a minor premise that is really derived from the eonclu-
sion. The =& therefore must ultlmatdv rest on the mE=sy |
with its accessary sgfrmregmaEes.

10. The g& by which sgnf§ is obtained finds its analogy
_ in Aristotle’s system where he attempts
gitnductive syllo- 45 prove that induction is only a variety
of syllogism. The central idea of the
syllogism, as defined by Aristotls, iz that of a conclusion
following from given premises by mecessary sequence,—an
idea, by the way, whicli is already implied in the Naiydyika
doctrine that qeresf is the mwur of swwir®. To bring induc-
tion under syllogismn it must be shown that the generaliza-
tion follows as a necesszry consequence -from the premises,
viz. the accumulation of particnlar instances. The proposi-
tion for instance that all bile-less animals are long-lived is
deduced from particular cases of a horse, an ass, etc. Here
Aristotle assumes that we have ascertained the attribute to
belong to alf the particulars, and that the inductive in-
ference consists merely in passing from all of them to the
clags-term, animal. The passige from premises to con-
clusion is here necessary, for to grant the premise and yet
to deny the conclusion involves a contradiction, . e. the gd
of Nydya. The fallacy of this reasoning evidently lies in
the deductiou per salium from a few particulars to the whole
class. Mr. Grote’s criticism on if is so just and so pertinent
to our subject that the passage is worth quoting :—

“ We can never * says Grote ‘ observe all the particulars of
& class, which is indefinite as to numbar of particulars and definite
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only iu respect of the attributes connected by the class term. We
can only observe soms of the particulars, a greater or smaller pro-
portion. Now it is in the transition from these o totality of
particulars that the real inductive inference comsists: not in the
transition from the totality to the class-term which denotes to-
tality and connotes its determining common attribute. In fact
the distinction between the totality of particulars and the mean-
ing of class-term is one not commonly attended to; though 1t is
worthy of note in an analysis of the intellectual process, and is
therefore hrought to view by Aristctle.””

11. This is exactly what is implied in the objection stat-
ed in T. D. srgngumid@ssiesd -
gg:. The objection shows that the Naiyd-
yikas clearly saw the error into which
Aristotle fell, and they tried to escape from it in a way
peculiar to themselves. The difficulty is two-fold. In the
first place, there is the obvious impossibility of our observ-
ing all the particulars denoted by the class-term ( e. g. gm );
and secondly, even granting that we have ascertained all the
cases, how do we arrive at the general notion of =g7f¥, com-
prising those cases but certainly distinet from them? wgm-
Frg|TeSa may be seen to exist in this case, and in that,
and in a third, and so on; but how do we get the superadd-
ed knowledge that it exists everywhere? The notion of
everywhere is distinct from and additional to the totality
of particular cognitions. The expedient by which this
two-fold difficulty is avoided by the Naiydyikas is very
characteristic, and at once distinguishes them from Aristotle,
who regards induction as a mode of syllogism, ard also
from modern logicians like Mill, who regard it as an inde-

pendent method of reasoning. J. 8. Mill defines Induction
as “‘ that operation of the mind by which we infer that what
we know to be true in a particular case or cases will be true
in all cases which resemble the former in certain assignablé
respects.’”’t Like Dedunction Induction too is a process of

The Nydya ex-
pedient,

* Grrote’s Aristotle, Vol, 1, p. 278.
t Mill : Systen; of Logic, People’s, Ed. p, 188,



BEOT. XLV, ] Notes. 268

inference, proceeding from the known to the unknown, the
unknown in its case being the general notion which is derived
from the known particulars. Nuiydyikas however will not
accept this, because they regard Induction not as an infer-
ence but as a kind of exiraordinary perception ( gmTar® )-
T. D. says that although we can never actually observe el
the casesin which fire is associnted with smoke, the invari-
able concomitance obtaining between the class fire and the
class smoke is known by the w@riFsweas called graTRr-
gororT wegrara. Lhis kind of exiraordinary perception has
already been explained as the process by which after perceiv-
ing an individual thing such asa gz, Wwe at once cognize
its srfa wee, by the law of ussociation. When two things
are closely associnted together, the perception of one neces-
sarily leads to the immediate apprehension of the other.
This is not an inference, for there is neither gyrasr, nor any
gg- It is not also ordinary perception, because there is no
gfezadfisy with smoke in all the cases. The processis there-
fore something intermediate between perception proper and
inference proper, guasi-perception, or a guasi-inference.
wearaETe 1S thus a kind of immediuie inference, and is there-
fore more akin to perception than to sygmrs which concerns
with mediate truths only. But how is this explanatioh to
be reconciled with the preceding statement of T. D. that
=g is proved by a® or reductio ad absurdum mode of
reasoning ? The answer is that it is not =am® that is known
by & or any other syllogistic mode of reasoning, as Aristo-
tle seems to say, but it is the swfarsoSeg that is so known.
=R is directly produced by wrgsrdzra which is the result
of actual perception, while the g which provessyfmrgra-
197 is accessory to it only so far as it dispels all doubts,
and makes the knowledge of gre=rsf o certainty. It is not
therefore correct to say that Nadydyikas did not know
Inductive reasoning. They were quite aware of it and have
even described it pretty accurately; but they included it
under wagey. This is quite clear from Kesava Misra’s

statement, #9T T FIRTNARAAEEREETAT TAEIATRA-
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werrcarsaw wewdaren TRt gEmeataradh " g
firfer is essentially o mediate judgment, and cannot therefore
include a generalization whick is known immediately. Again
this generalization has no use of its own beyond serving as
a basis for a farther deduction. Whether they were wrong or
right in thus excluding Indnction from inference proper isa
different question, and need not occupy us here.
12. Other varieties of siwayy mentioned in a preceding note
may also find their equivalents in Huro-
Correspondingva-  pean logic. gawe is deduction proper;
rieties in  Indian . o, .
and Western logic. ~While wrarsadige is vither a deduection, or
induction in the wider sense of the term
nsed by Mill, namely, inference irom several particulars,
not to a generality, but to a distinct particular.
is the process of elimiuation, which closely resembles
Plato’s method of Logical Dicision. Aristotle regarded
Logical Division as only a fragment of the syllogistic pro-
cess ; and similarly Nedydyikas class $ygg under =afERf®
ergara. T The three-fold division of srgwrer into weafar, =uf@-
¥w and gufy chiefly concerns the %g, and is suffici-
ently accounted for by the obversion and conversion of
propositions. { ”
Secr. XLVI. gzraasm
The five members are:—I Proposition, 2 Reason, 3 Examples,
4 Application and & Conclusion. Mountain is fiery,—this is
Proposition. Because it hos snoke,—this is Reason. Whatever
smokes ete,—this is Example. This is like it,—this is Appli-
cation. Hence it is so,—ihis & Conclusion.
1. Having distingnished the gyrafgara from the st in
the preceding section, theanthor now goes
gﬁﬁ%ﬂ"embm‘i on to enumerate its five component parts.
' qeraTgwTe is technically called a sqpar, which
- isdefined as miREaRTTRFmaTas ‘collection of the five proposi-
tions, sY&gTete. inaregular order.” Gungese defines gy more
accurately as S A RETHE B FIA T NS R ATATAHIT-
Fq¥, ‘a proposition or a'series of propositions producing the

* T. B. Bom. ed. P. 35.
+ Visvandtha: Gotama-Stira-Vritti, 1, 5.
Bee Note 16 under Sect. 44, p. 251, Supra,
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verbal knowledge which gives rise to the gxrerst (/. . in
the hearer’s mind ) which is the last and immediate cause of
srgfan®.” In other words =qrer is a series of propositions that
produce in another’s mind the same kind of gayydarsTe as
has already been produced in the speaker’s mind by his own
mental reasoning. This fairly corresponds to Aristotle’s
notion of syllogism which isdefined “‘a speech (or enunciation)
in which certain things ( the premises ) being supposed,
something different from what is supposed (/.e. the conclusion,)
follows ¢f necessity; and this solely in virtue of the supposi=
tions themselves.””® Unlike Aristotle however who gives
three premises to the syllogism, the Naiydyikas make it
consist of five parts or limbs ( smgs ), namely, Assertion
( wfdgr ), Reason (&g ) Proposition or Exzample ( gzrEor ),
Application ( ggaa ) and Deduction or Conclusion ( fswe ).
Assertion is defined as mreataasr: ¢ the declaration of the
|rew as existing on the go’t or gregg=war yarg=wd, as T. D,
puts it, ‘speaking of gqar as possessing the grex.’ Its purpose
is to prepare the hearer beforehand asto what thing he
should exceptto be proved by the syllogism, and it istherefore
analogous to the Prodlema or Questioof the older European
logicians. After the Assertion is made, one is naturally
tempted to ask, whence, or why, or what evidence; and their
answer to this query is the Reason which declares the mark
or evidence that proves the existence of ®rewr on oy, and
which is generally but not necessarily in the ablative case.
Every word in the ablative is of course uot a ¥g, as

for instance, in the sentence =19 w1 zFve | TusdAT-

weqEgeTg | gueTq is not a g, although the word
is in the ablative, because it does not declare the

f&g. Here it may be remarked that the two words %¥g
and g, though often used indiscriminately, slightly differ
in meaning, Fg being the mark such as gwm, while 37 is the
fogaidargsaaa ‘the sentence which declares that maré.
The fg as expressed in the ¥gareer may be similar or

# Aristotle : Prior, Analyt. Bk. i, Ch, 1, Sec, 7,
T G.8.1,1, 33.
34
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dissimilar to the sreg, aud thus the Rg is of two kinds srea@
and sofayfs. When the Reason is given, the question would
paturally arise why should the {&g prove that sy, or in
other words what connection can there be between the fire and
the smoke which makes us infor the one from the other ¥ Ta
satisfy this query, the third premise zwpw or sgreww is
employed to show the invarinble concomitance of fire and
smoke. Well, says the objector, let there be this invariable
concomitance, but how is it relevant to the point before ng ¥
To show thisthe syrfyisincorporated with gfgzy andig, and
the combination resnlts in gerast which is expressed by the
fourth sentence, Application or ggag. The last, viz.
Conclusion, brings together all these several elemeuts into
one proposition, and thus enables the hearer to comprehend -
the result at once. fRwwer is defined by Gofwma as the
repetition of the gdzr as proved by the ¥g,” and Varsydyana
explains it as FAwwgey FWEHFE TEITRASHT TRTEITET-
qaaT TEIE @, 1ts purpose, savs T. D., is“to exclude
the possibility of any uncertainty or contradiction as to the
existence of grew. The last three will be obviously either
positive or negative according as the 33 is w=afy or =af@efE.
2. The forms of these five premises are also settled Dy
The fve pre. zggen't\ion. F irst l1:'h?ret his the (:Ls;sm'z‘[o‘u
; in which the -
mses the s:{)?g?’and the greg is qg)o\k:?o)f ;Z
its property. The Reason is generally in the ablative, but
sometimes in the instrumental also. The zqfg or Pro-
position has two forms; in ‘cue the mrew and grgw whose
concomitance is spoken of are used as properties of their

common substratum, which is the subject in both the principal
and the relative sentences, as in v @Y gRaTE ®§ I(EWIT;

‘while in the other form the substratum is pat in the locative
" and the gyer and wraw are expressed in the nominative,

#G. 8. L1, 34-5,
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as in g 7% gwves ax args.  Of these the first is pre-
ferred as agreeing with the form of other premises,
althongh the second expresses the =g better and more
naturally. The ggaTarsy has of course the gay for its sub-
ject with the sregsgready as its qualifying attribute, and it
is indicated by the general formula sy =raw, www denot-
ing the gay and gyr its qualification. The fasras does not
differ in form from the sfisr, but that it is different in
reality is plainly indicated by its formula aewrg @em, in
which et denotes the sense conveyed by the sfagm, and
aeaTa sums up the result of the intermediate premises.

3. The five-membered = as deseribed above considerably

) ) differs from the tripartite syllogism of
ke Indian and - piopotle, bt o little consideration will
'Szfléigglism‘u’ ‘com-  show that the difference lies more in the
' form than in the essence in which the
two have been shown to agree remarkably. The most
obvious distinction between the two sy llogisms is of course
the different nnumber of premises, being five in one and
three in the other ; and as both give equally valid conclu-
sions, one is naturally tempted to conclnde that either two
premises in the one must be superfluous or the other must
be defective to that extent. Asa matter of fact, neither
alternative is trne. Haman mind being alike everywhere,
it is no wonder that philosophers in the Bast and the West
independently followed the same laws of thought and
adopted the snme process of reasoning. But though there
is no difference in our thinking process, there is much in
our respective modes of couveying our thoughts to others.
Hence is it that while the essential requisites of a valid
inference are the same according to both Gotama and Ari-
stotle, their manner of clothing those essentials in the
torm of premises varies considerably. Aristotle’s premis-
es are nothing more than the absolutely necessary consti-
tuent parts of an inference connected together by the
slender tic of mere juxtaposition. The limbs of the Nuiydyi-
k% FgFTT on the other hand constitute a fully reasoned out
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argument whose partsfollow one after another in their natural
sequence. Aristotle’s premises are as it were a simple en-
umeration of the several steps in a deductive reasoning ; the
Sansgkrit =qra is a regularly constructed debate in minia-
ture. Aristotle’ssyllogism only furnishes the skeleton, and
the reader or hearer fills up the interstices ; in its Sanskrit
counter-part, the speaker himself goes through all the steps
and the hearer has only to follow him. Thus one is rather
analytical or demonstrative, the other is expository and
rhetorical. The w=qrwr is more useful in discovering the
conclusion ; Aristotle’s syllogism is better fitted to test
its validity. Bach has a different purpose and is best suited
to achieve it. In this respect, the Sanskrit wgre is more
akin to the rhetorical mode of argumentation which was so
popular with the Sophists before Aristotle and which at-
tained its height in the Socratic method of cross-examina-
tion and Plato’s Dialectics.

4. A sanskrit wqrr is in fact nothing but a model dialogue
in which the questions of one party are

The Nybya. omitted and are to be inferred from the an-
swers given.The five-membered syllogism is

designed to convincea doubtingadversary who asks questions
and raises objections at each step, which questions and objec-
tions are answered by the successive premises. It isin fact
an axiom with the Naiydyikas that there can be no argu-
mentation without an errstar, a sort of doubt accompanied
by a desire to have it solved. But how can there be an
swtarr in the beginning when the debate is not yet com-
menced and neither of the disputants has spoken. This
srrwterr is therefore artificially created by the dogmatic
assertion ( wfgmr ) of the proposition that is to be ulti-
mately proved. Gangese in his Tattva-Chintdman ex-
pressly says “FUTTTRTHFTSTRRONTAATATRIG TUH  {IETURITH
RT3’ SUTEERETITETAIATE, Srawd sragraarr
This is the reason why the Sangkrit =gry begins with
m’ﬁ-:a-t and not, like Aristotle’s syllogism, with the sgTi&-
, or major premise, for the sgm®, being an undis-
puted generalization, will not give rise to any weferT’
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or doubt, and so the agrument would never proceed. The
Sanskrit syllogism seems to be purposely framed so as to
keep this syreterr alive until the conclusion is reached. The
five members of the Sanskrit sgrr thus form a series of
doubts and answers in a logical sequence, and the yrartgaTT
formed by them is a demonstrative deduction mainly intend-
ed for the enlightenment of another.
5. The five-membered argument has been subjected to
much undeserved criticism, both for and
W%’{g?ggf;’;ﬁﬁ?::gfi against it. Those seeking brevity and
compactness censure it as being a rude
and clumsy form of syllogism, while others prefer it to the
Aristotelian syllogism as exhibiting ¢ a more natural mode
of reasoning than is compatible with the compressed limits
of the syllogism.”* Both the praise and the blame however
are only partially true. The five-membered Nydya reflects
- no doubt more accurately the actual method followed in a
debate, but it is for that very reason unsuited to be a test
of the validity of the reasoning. The five-membered form
is much more loose and affords greater facilities for falla-
cies to creep in undetected than the compact Aristotelian
syllogism. It does not provide fully for the correct in-
dication of the quantification, qualification and modality of
each proposition. The distinction between Universals and
Particulars is not observed, while the distinction between
Affirmative and Negative is only partially recognized in the
form of sregwr and =ufaR®. Consequently there are no figures
and no moods. Aristotle starts from the generalization and
inquires what conclusion can be legitimately deduced from it.
He is therefore obliged first to determine the exact scope
of the proposition that stands as the major premise and so
the most common fallacies, such as the Petitio Principii,
which generally underlie the major premise, are at once
excluded. Not so with the Naiydyike who starting with the
conclusion as a gfamr and having to find out a syn@ most
suited to prove it, does not pay much heed to the wording of
the garzwor or of any other premise so long as his meaning is

* 8ir G. Haughtan's Prodromus p. 215, quoted im Ballantyﬁ#b
Lectures on Nybya Philosophy. ‘ ‘
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intelligibly conveyed. It would in fict have been impossible
to raise apon the Ave-membernd Aydye the splendid super-
structurs of Dadunetive Logic that Aristotle has construct-
ed on the basis of hig syllogism. On the other haud asa
controversial weapon, the five-membered syllogism is far
superior to thab of Aristotle, since it forces the debate to
run in a particular channel, and thus prevents the adversary
from straying away from the point.

6. It is also very well adapted for the exposition
of simple truths to the nuinstructed mind, as it requires
no assumption and does uot tax the brain at all.
The best illustration of this is to be found in Iuelid’s
geometrical theorems. Enclid’s method closely resem-
bles the five-membered syllogism. First, there is the
Jypothesis or enunciation ( wfksr) that all the angles of
a triangle are equal to two right angles. The three
angles together constitute the wgar, and the equality to
two right angles is the wmrew. The pariicular enuncintion
and the determination are only a specinl application of the
facts declared in the hypothesis. Strictly speaking the
particular enunciation is the veal gfgzr while the Zypothesis
is a further generalization derived from it. Then comes the
demonstration which first gives reasous (%g) and then quotes
authorities (ggrgwar). The demonstraiion ends with a summing
up corresponding to gyrmst and introduced by “Where’ ; Lastly
comes the conclusion ( f&waw ) beginning with ‘Therefore,’
and identical with the emwnsciation. The whole is then
wound up with a flourish of trumpets in the shape of a
Quod erat demonstrandim Q. E. D.) Buelid employed
the dialectical syllogisin prevailing before Aristotle, as
most suited to his purpose ; and u similar one was adopted
by the Indian Pandits in instructing their pupils.

7. As already noted. the five-membered syllogism, not-

withstanding the difference of form, is

Ess:n?;zgheczwz: essentially the same as that adopted by

?:;‘:2:8 Y™ Avistotle and the modern F European logie-
inns. Inn legitimate  syllogism, says J.

S M111 * 1t is essentml that there should be three and

* Mill S‘/stem of” Logic, People’s Ed. p. 108,
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no more than three propositions, namoly, the conclusion
aud the two ( major and minor ) prondizes. It Is also
esseutial that there should 1'\ thres aad no more than
three terms, nwvnelvthe maur and the wilor terms which
respectively form  the pn,lu,uc and snbiect of the con-
clusion, aud n third one named the middle ‘term, which
acts as o link Dbstweon the two. Bimilarly there are
three and uo 1wore tunu thees serus in a Sanskeic Vydya,
nawely, the grer the mejor term and P edicite of the con-
clusion, gag the minor term and bﬂi"}u& of tiic conclusion,
and fpg the middie terin, which buing cogaizsd as s qera®
acts as o luk to conncet the spew with tie ggr.  Bub what
about the tliree and no more thun h ¢ prupositions that
form the syllogism ¥ A little exvwinution will show that
they too have their counterparts in 'i¢ five monbers of the
Nyéyw. The fawma and g@xs are the same, and so one of
them the wigsr for instance may be safely dispensed with.
It has also been pointed out” that the mental ojerition
corresponding to germat and denoted by gyaw is a repetition
or rather a particular appiv’mtiou of the %y, and is taken as
understood between the minor promiseand the conclusion
in Aristotle’s syllogism. Either gyaw or Bg may therefore
be omitted as superfluous. There rewain thus three proposi-
tions only, the ¥g or gyag which is the minor premise, the
ggtexwr which is the major oune, and the {Rwaw or con-
olusion,

L

8. The component parts of the two syllogisms being the

same they can be ecasily converted into

. j;f”o’ffuta]fe fommer: each other. Simply by transposing the

logisms. two remaining premises in the five-mem-

bered Nydye, we get a perfect Aristolelian

syllogism in Barbare of the First Figure. Take for exam-
ple the hackneyed instance of o smoking mountain :—

( afRgT )—uddr Irgara |
. (¥g)—wma
( TETETOT )— UF YWATL § F TEAIL TUT HaTaas |

* See Note 5 pp. 2867, Supra,
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(guaq )—Ageaea gaaray ofa: |
( fAvraT ) —aERTEIEHTE, 95 |
Omitting the wfgmr, the gwyas and the illustration
Tt werwa: appended to the gargeor, and likewise transpos-
ing the two premises 3g and gETEYer, We get:—
a7 97 LHATE F | JEATE |
TATE =99 TATETT
("'By dropping the useless ablative )
=qFaeT Y or qi"a“'r THATT |
gEar F(EA |
When translated the premises will run :—
Whatever smokes is fiery;
This mountain is a thing that smokes;
.".This mountain is fiery.
This is evidently a Universal Affirmative in Bardara,
corresponding to
AllBis A,
All Cis B,
SAILCis Al
Similarly an Aristotelian syllogism in Bardara can be
converted into the Sanskrit Nydyz by the reverse process,

namely transposition of premises and addition of gY@z and
Tqag. Thus:—

All men are mortal,
Socrates is a man,
.".Socrates is mortal.
‘Which is the same as,

Whoever has humanity has mortality,
Socrates has humanity,
.".Socrates has mortality.

Transpose the premises and translate :—

gAY AETeAATT, (wgET: )
T Ir ALSTeRATL (AEST: ) § § Aedewwrq (@t )
g ey (wals)
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Add srfar and g and put the ¥g in the ablative form,
and the syllogism becomes a full-fledged Nydya—
gy wedatanare:s (7))
wasrEARTEaTy ( wysgeard ) |
1 7 REsTea AR (ATT:) F Weqeq(I3ras (Wed:) gATIRILTS |
AqT AT
aATAGT |

We might arrive at the same result by taking only the
first three members, wfdwr ¥gand ggrgau, as the Mindmsakas
do, and by ignoring the rest ; only that in this case we shall
have to invert the order of all the three propositions when
converting them into an English syllogism. The easiest
mode of conversion however is to omit the first two proposi-
tions srfam and ¥g altogether, and then take the remaining
three in their order, so thut the garzeor would be the major
premise, gqaT the wiincr, and fEwwa the conclusion of the
English syllogism. In this way we shall avoid the neces-
sity of transposing the premises, and also remove the awk-
wardness of changing the ablative ¥g into nominative.

9. As to the Second, Third and Fourth Figures, as well
as the remaining three Moods of the First

Reduction. Figure, conversion can be easily effected
by first reducing them to Bard:re and

then converting them in the above manner. The last three
figures being always reducible to the first may be left out
of consideration. Of the three remaining Moods of the First
Figure the two particular Moods, Darii and Feriogue are not
possible in the Sanskrit Nydye, as it does not recognize a
particular conclusion. The reason why pavticular conclusions
were disregarded by the Naiydyikas appears to be their use-
lessness. What the Naiydyikas wished to gain from an
inference as from all other proofs wis gar, right and defiuite
knowledge, for it is this warem®zra alone that has any scien-
tific value. A particular conclusion is obviously a vague and

imperfect judgment: *The very form of the five-membered
35



2174 Tarko- Satgrake. [ sECT. XLVI

syllogism poiuts to the im; roublml ity of having w particular
conclusion. A couuumm i I or O van be had only when
its subject, that is, the ,/z,/m; e or azy denotes only som
individuals of & class; beb in the sanskrit syllogism, the gz
must be a deiinite thing, thab is, cither an individual object
like this or that mountain ( as is geaerally the ecase ), or at
best the whole class denoted by a class-name and iooked
upon as one object. Otherwise there can be no warys® and
there can be no geygwarsrr having o particular obl}wt like
the mountain for its Fyw. In cases where the wrew is inter-
red on o number of things whick do not however form the
whole clasg, thore is really no particular conclusion, but
there are as many inferences and conclusions as there are
things. The minor berm being thus always universal, the
conclusion must be univ e"*ml too. The case of Celarent
(E A ) is more complex but can be explained in the same
way. Although the Nas y;r,z,/z be does nok den) the possibility
of a negative judgment { =x{EAYET wwgfd@ ), it seems thal his
conclusion ( fFewgs ) is alws,s affirmative in form, the
change from negation to afirmation heing made by the sim-
ple expedient of prefixing the negitive particle ( sy or 1),
or adding the word sravy to the predicate. Thus a Niuydyika
will say, not srzgt fear wrida, but gt or oy @eg-
aaTaTstea. His gfggr and Hwas, which are identical, must
always assert something of another thing, even though that
some thing is an srwre; the &wae therefore cannot be
purely negative althouglh the =gr{® or fag be =af@¥f%. DBesi-
des purely negative knowiedge cannot strictly speaking be
a wHT, because there can be no g I @Y and the defini-
tion ggd am®Era=aw will be inapplicable. Hence 'clarcnt
too is not possible in Sanskrit. Whenever thercfore we
have a mnegative judgment, we have always to turn it
into au affirmative one by the addition of sy or its
synonym ¥z, as is geunerally done in a FaeafaR® sgaw
¢. ¢. gitacdgadt, which simply translated means Earth is
not anything else. It is obvious therefore that there can be

ouly one form of syllogism in Banskrit, namely, the Universal
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Affirmative ( Barbars ). BEven Aristotle has shown that all
kinds of syllogism can be ultimately reduced to the first two
Moods of the First Higure,™ and the distinction between
these two is easily removed by the above expedient. This
explains why the Sanskrit Ny, thongh somuch limited in
its scope, never fails to give a valid conclusion under any
circumstances.

10. The five-membered syllogism though generally popular
is not universally nccepted even in India.

Other syllogisms — Ap ganeient school of Nuigdyilas was
:;;;ff;iﬁi’;ndm" not satisied with the five limbs, but add-
, ed five more, namely, Curiosity (frmver)

Doubt (wgrar), Power of the nvoofs to produce knowledge
(zrFoan®), Alm (wdysrer) and Removal of objsctions (dra-
=ggrw). Dbub they arve. says Viisydyens, only aids to the
inference, not members of the sx1logizm, because the definition
of an sy (eurawezsr) does not apply to them.t The five-
membered syllogism thus became the type for all Nuiydykas
and was accepted even by the Vaiseshifas, Other systema-
tists however carried the pruning process still further. The
Mimamsakas recognized three members only, wf@sT, ¥g and
ggrgor, while another schiool recognized %y, wzrsrer and
magw. The Vedintins also insist on hnving three members
only, but they are not partivnlar as to whetbzr the first
three or the last three should be twken. Thus Teddnta-
Payribhishi. remarks:—emeraea 57 07 SRR I5T-
ECONIATTATHAEAT 47 7 § 929 | nuLasn soiueanidreasst -
FarRRaTEETTseer  synemrel  The Bawddhas recognize
only two, gerzver and ggxw. The author of Nydya-Bindewho
was o Bnddhist likewise mentions two only, sfmr and ¥g,
making the guved or zam® a part of the ¥z, Thus it will be
seen that the weight of opinion outside the Awdys and
Vaiieshife schools inclines towards the acceptance of a

[

* Grote’s Aristotle Vol I, p.223.
t Vat.on G. 8. 1, I, 32.
1 Vedanta-Paribhishd. Cale. ed. p. 14.
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three-membered syllogism, which is practically identical |
with that of Aristotle.

11. Although there is so much difference of opinion ag

to the number of the membersof a Nydya,

Other names, there is a general agreement about the

form and the import of the several

members; only that the Vaiseshikas have a second set of

significant n2mes for the five members, viz. gfgr (Promise),

saye (sign), esrs (Lllustration), eygdyre (Scratiny) and

gexreaTy (Repetition).t Which of these two sets of the names
is the older one is not known at present.

12, The case of one of the five members, viz. gzrEver or
=qT(®, is somewhat peculiar, and requires

gy the third further examination, as it is likely to
Uddharana. throw much light on the history of the
five-membered syllogism. It must have

been noticed that while the names of other members are
significant, there is apparently noreason why che proposition
stating the =grfy should be called gzrgver or zerew, except
the accident of its containing, as a sort of an appendage,
the illustration gyt wgre:. It is the first part of the garewo
containing san® that is really essential to the syllogism,
while the illustration is not only unnecessary, but is’ often
omitted. It is certrinly anomalous that the most important
premise in the syllogism, on which in fact the inference
chiefly rests, should be reduced to the- position of a mere
zerea, and thus be deprived of its essential character, viz.
universality. How are we to account for thisanomaly ? Nay
the presence of the illustration in the ggrewer hasbeen actual-
1y made the ground of censure against the Indian syllogism
by some superficial critics; while even those who have
defended it offer rather an apology than a well-grounded ex-
planation of its existence. Rittert forinstance saysthat two of

the five members of Kanddu's argument “are manifestly super-

* V. 8. Up. Cale, ed. p. 397.
1 BRitter: History of philosophy Vol IV. p. 365,
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fluous, while by the introduction of an example in the third
the universality of the conclusion is vitiated.” The concla-
zion is vitiated because the addition of the example puts
some sort of limitation on the general proposition, and thus
takes away its universality. The most that Ballantyne
could say to justify the example was that it is ¢ a matter of
rhetorical convenience, designed to bring to the recollection
of the hearer examples, in regard to which all parties are
unanimous, and which are such as should constrain him to
admit the universality of the principle from whigh the con-
clusion follows.””* But this explanation is not at all
satisfactory. The universal proposition, if true and unani-
mously accepted, does not get any additional weight by a
stray example, while if it is false or unfounded, the citation
of a single example only serves to mislead the hearer, and
is therefore quite out of place in a valid syllogism. The
.example, say the critics, is either superﬂu_qﬁs or mis.
chievous, and ought therefore to be discarded altogether. It
was so discarded by the VaiSeshikas who limited the pro-
position to the mere statement of the =q1f§, but the general
practice of the Naiydyikas has still retained it. .

13. Max Miller starts another theory to explain away
the difficulty. ¢ But if we inquire more carefnlly,” says
he, ¢ we find that the instance in Gofama’s syllogism 'has
its own distinet office, not to strengthen or to limit the uni-
versal proposition, but to indicate, if I may say so, its
modality. Bvery Vydpti must of course admit at least one
instance. These instances may be either positive only, or
negative only, or both positive and negative.”’t This
menans that the instance is intended to show whether the
MR is swaf¥ or sgfaxf®. The theory is no deubt plausi-
ble, and seems to have been suggested by the two kinds of
instances, gysrewrea and @qarzera recognized by the Naiyd-
yikas ; but it neither solves the real difficulty, mor is it ab-
solutely correct. As a matter of fact the sz and safiys
are indicated, so far as they can be so indicated, in the sqrfy

# Ballantyne : Lectures on Nydya Philosophy p, 36.
+ Thomson’s Laws of Thought, Appendiz p. 296,
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itgelf, and not the gwreer; while the latter takes its own
character from the =gqu@. It is the zurfyr which makes a
zuTer either sreafd or =rf@R(®, and not vice versn. Take for
instance the proposition gz =fEaiRa ax W™ arRa gur
weETes, that is say, g aerwrasasgarar: g9r weregg. This
is a sgfadf@=rn®, if wF is the ey and yw the e, and
mereg will be o @garzersa. DBut suppose the mrew to e
warary and the graa to be gegravs, that is, we infer not fire
from smoke but absence of smoke from the abgence of fires
then the same =ar® will be an syeggzari and the e will
be a waarzerea. So it is veally the ez and gy that first
determine the modality of the =&, and then of the zures.
The ggtea will therefore be practically useless for determining
the modality of the universal proposition, for when we know
what sort of geres it is, the modality is already determined.
Of course the zwrea may often assist usin understanding the
scope of the =qm&; but the question before us is not whether
it may be oceasionally useful where it is put, but whether it
is absolutely necessary. Besides, the theory even supposing
it to be correct does not explain the anomaly how the
universal proposition came to be called a mere wzravur or
zwrea. In one sense, however, Max Miillerisright, probably
without being aware of it. We shall presently see how.

14. The real explanation, if a conjecture may be hazard-
ed, is rather historical than logical. It is
not that the instance was tacked to the
universal proposition for the purpose
of satisfying some logical necessity; but it appears more
probable that the instance was the original part, andthe

An  explanaiion
suggested.

generalization itself'is a later addition. There seemsto have
been at first only the instance and nothing else in the third
member when the five members received their desighations.
and that the portion stating the zan® was added afterwards
when its necessity came to be perceived. We can clearly
discover traces of the process by which this enlargement
of the third member was brought about, if we examine the
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various references to it in ditferent works on Nydya. Modern
writers like Annambhotts define garator A8 HTRATAATESE TTFTHE,
but there is no trace of this =synET@argHea in Gotama’s de-
finition, FTsT|TIFTIN AENVTIT TEIFE TETEIOE," Which means
that ¢ the gayswor is i instance which possesses an essential
property of the e Dby similarity ’. This definition
obviously applies to the wgree alone which possesses the
Freaad Aigws, and not to the =anRarer. At the time of
Gotama’s Suiras, therefore, the five-membered syllogism
seems to have run thus : qFay TFEATT | gageT@ | TAT HST-
aa L @yt w=rg| | gearagr ¢+ This primitive form of the
syllogism at once explaing two things. First it accounts
for the third member being called gzraxor or zEred, because
there is obviously nothing but the instance in it. Secondly,
it explains why the ggwa which follows ggrarer began with
YT, Which geems to have been first used as a co-relative of
gur in the ggrecer. The gzeew and the ggag appear in
fact to have formed one complex sentence, Tt AETATETATST
gaa: ( As was the kitchen so is this mountain smoking ),
of which the gzrzror beginning with gyt formed the relative
half, and the gqaz beginning with gar was the prinecipal
part. On some such supposition aloue can we understand
why Gotama defines Tqae as IETEIMALTRA TN - SITETOMT-
gar, says Vdisydyone, means gargveras, ¢ depending on the
ZgTETw,  depending of course in the sense that the co-
relative sentence gursd gFa: can be properly understood
only from its relative antecedent zer weraw:. But this
docs not convey the full idea of ggsa; so it is further called
LD FTESIT ¢ o summing up ' as it were, 4. ¢. an application
of the sense conveyed in the gzTgrer to the present case of
the mountain, which application is of course implied by
the word qur. Gofamn’s definition of guam is however quite
unintelligible it applied to the syllogism as it stands at
preseut, for the ggrgrer which begins with =gm® cannot be
the relative antecedent of the ggaw, and so there is no word
of which gt might be a co-relative.

5 G. 8.1, 1, 36
T6. 8. 1,1, 38,



280 Tarka-sangraks. [ SEOT. XLvi.

15. The above hypothesis as to the original form of the
syllogism is not conjectural only ; for the skeleton syllogism
mentioned above is actually found in all the ancient works
on Nydye, which rarely mention the sgn®. Dharmakirii,
for instance, the author of Nydya-Bindu, gives, as an illus-
tration of a faulty geres, the syllogism, wifer: ez | mas-
ara | strwTarag” 3 while in another place of the same work
he quotes the stock instance thus, gz JHEATT(G: | TATHTTH-
gt | AIRagr qw @ 1 (p. 109 ). This was therefore the
original five-membered syllogism, but it was soon found to
be imperfect. There was nothing in it to determine the
greqrARade of ¥g, that is, to show the inwarible concomitance
of the greg With the ¥g. At first the zwreq itself was made
to convey this sense, but it was obviously inadequate to
serve the parpose, and a door was opened to many fallacies
arising from imperfect generalizations. To guard against
this danger the universal proposition gx ax gﬁ: etc. was
inserted. If'a guess can be hazarded, the =zgrigarFw was
possibly at first inserted in the ¥garsw as a @dyw of
|rea=aTey 3G, 28 is shown in the above quotation from

Nyébya-Bindu, and later it was transposed to ggrgear. Being
thus originally a subordinate adjunct of ¥g, it became later

on an independent and the chief premise. Before the
sqrfearer  bad come into the syllogism, the <exar and
sgfdt® of the ¥g were determined by the gwrea, according
ag it had similarity (grasf) or dissimilarity (3wt ) with the
grew; but it was rendered practically useless after the sqrigrarsy
had settled down as anecessary part of the syllogism. Max

Miiller’s theory about the instance being indicative of the

modality, may therefore have been true when the zwrer was
the sole member of the wgTETwraryw. The commentator of
Nybya-Bindu declares in fact the same thing when he says,

AR FU AR =fakar a1 7 gFit gt
‘The seaw or-=yfa® of the¥g cannot be indicated except by
the gerex.- After the sanf@ bad become the chief and neces-

sary part of -the ggvevor, this function of the ey was
naturally shifted to it, and the getea gradually sunk to

the level of an useless appendage. The conservative Naiyd-
* Nydya~Bindu-Ttkd, Bibl. Ind. p. 118.
T Tbide p. 90. .
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yikas have persisted in retaining it, but a modern writer
Lougdkshi  Bhiskara in his Nydya-Siddhdnta-Maijari-
Prakbse, has the courage to declare zeTragaiaRg FTAEERT T
f@ga:, ‘the employment of the instance is purely conven-
tional and not necessary.’ In this way the zerea, which
was at first the gist of the gzrzzor, came to be positively
ignored.

15. A singular analogy to the Naiydyika ggreteris to be
found in the Argument from Example, noticed by Aristotle,
and apparently very common before him in Greece. Aristotle
gives ag an illustration:— ’

The War of Athens against Thebes (wat) was mischievous
( arer );

Because it was a war against neighbours (%g);

Just as the war of Thebes against Phokis was (zerd).”

Both the ancient Sanskrit syllogism and the Greek Argu-
ment by Example appear to be cases of an inference from
particulars to particulars which, according to J. 8. Mill, was
the original and true type of an inference. f

Seor. XLVIL quaat:

Consideration of the sign is alone the cause of both One's
Own and Another’s judgment. Hence the Consideration is the
Inference.

1. qurasy has already been explained,f and it has also

) been shown why it is called f¥garast or

oo Tl Hiosingte ety § Annamblagts. purposely
uses the word @gaerast, instead of simple

9ITHED, 10 order to emphasize his view that the real wvor of
AR is the fFrgarrast and not g merely, as some say, and
that the name sygar is properly applicable to the Rgarrasr
alone. In T. D. he briefly notices the three views that
have prevailed about the real proximate cause of mg@T&.
The srgfatasm, according to these three schools of opinion,

* Grote Aristoile Vol. I. p. 274,

+ Mill : System of Logic, People’s Ed. p. 126.
! Vide Note 3 on Sec. 44, p. 234, Supra.

§ See Note 3 on Bec, 45 p. 255, Supra,
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is either forgarer, =arfaga or qrasl. The first is the view of
the Vaiseshikas, who accordingly name sfEfa a8 IEwEz=-
Saikara Mi$ra the author of Upasiéra sums up this view
in the following couplet‘~-~

E&am wrarg WY agleay |

ALWTA g AT A(GFAGHATTEE 0°

e T a

¢ forg is the sfn@®wor, because it is counected with gysy

(evgira) on the war, is known to exist wherever @rew exists,
and is never found where qreg is absent. ’ Sankara Misrg
argues that qxraay, having no sgrare after it, cannot be the
#vor which is always sgrqreag, while it fgg be the
qeraar itself becomes its =grare. This view is summarily
rejected by Annamblatic on the ground that it leads to the
absurdity that even o past or a future f&g, that is, smoke
which was once obgserved but does not now exist on the
mountain or smoke which is not yet seen on the wmountain,
would produce the sraf®fa of the present existence of fire. I{
smoke alone is the mzor of st thereis no reason why the
smoke of yesterday or the smoke of to-morrow should not
produce an inference of a fire existing on the mountain to-
day. Hence the necessity of the condition that farg, in order
to be effective for sygmm. must be first observed as a garq,
that is, as a property of the monntain’ actually existing at
the time of the inference. In other words it isthe qarasfarsr.
otherwise called greraf, and not frgsra merely, that is the
real o of SFATR-

2. But one might ask why create a new sor of srgfan® in the
form of the composite qurmst which is a mixture of =
and geyaddraTe, when you can as well look upon the last two
themselves as severally the prurs of swfen®. To this Awnam-
blhatta replies that it is simpler to hold the complex qyrmst
as the one wxwr of sygf@@ than to recognize two separate
wTurs in the shape of syfaes@ and W&Wﬁa‘tiﬂﬂ‘ Besides we
might have even agreed to this latter alternative if the gqer-
w3t could have been altogether d1spensed with; but that is
not possible, because qxrasf is necessary to account for the

* _"Q‘.HS- Upc Oalﬁ. Qd,, P 392.
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cognition which is conveyed by the gway in a grratgsrm,
and which thereupon produces the wrgfrfa in the hearer’s
wind. If then qyresf must be recognized as the wwurofa
TUITE@R, why have a separate wyor for the wratgfafa,
when the same can do for both ? This reasoning is faultless,
except that according to those who define oy as sgroreas-
HWOTTel FIIO, qerREr cannot be the wwur as it has no s
coming after it. Hence the advocates of this definition of
%oy, namely, the ancient Naiydyikas, propose sarfegre to
be the oy and qrasy to be its sarary, while the moderns
who deny the necessity of =qrqrea=s and define oy as -
FrTeARgar weur regard yormat itself as the myor.  Annam-
bhatta seems- really to be vascilating between these two
views, although in the text he has made the emphatic decla-
ration fIgavraat wx Fws, and his vascilation is due to
his non-preference for either of the two definitions of sur.
At least there is o glaring inconsistency between this pas-
sage and the concluding remarks of Sect. 43 where he de-
clares geger to be the myor of geger.® Had it not been for
those remarks, it could have been said with much plausibi-
lity that, notwithstanding his obvious indecision as to the
real definition of a swur, Annambhaitaadopted the modern in
preference to the ancient view. Probably he did so, and
the statement about the mwor of garer was made simply in
deference to the popular convention which from time im-
memorial has regarded =1@x to be the gwor of warer and has
thereby made the very word svor synonymous with gi@ey.
The book being intended for beginners the author appears to
have avoided all fruitless controversies as much as possible,
and hence sometimes fell into inconsistencies.

3. The reading wure in the first part of this section is
obviously wrong, although itis found inall Mss. except two.
It is probably an e¢mendation of some later copyist, who
having noticed the inconsistency of this passage with Seet.
41 thought of removing it by improving the text.

#See p. 32; and Note 3 thereon p. 224, Supra,
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Secr. XLVIIL, Rgx

Mark or Sign s of three kinds : 1 positive and negative, 2
purely positive, and 3 purely negative. That which pervades both
positively and negatively is positive-negative, as jfor instance,
smokiness when fire is to be proved. < Where there is smoke,
there is fire as in o kitchen ' is positive concomitance. < Where
there is no fire there is no smoke as in a lake’ is negative con-
comitance. Purely positive is that where there is positive
concomitance only, e. g. pot is nameable because it is know-
able like cloth. Here there is no megative comcomitance of
nameability or knowability as all things are knowable and
nameable. Purely neqative is that whichhas o negative concomit-
ance only, e. g. earth differs from other things because it has
smell 5 that which does not so differ has mno smell, as water ;
this is not like it 5 and hence it is not so. Here there is no
positive instance ( of a thing ) that has smell ( and yet )
differs from others, because the whole earth jforms the subject.

1. Having described the typical syllogism, the author
now procdees to treat of the mark or
¢middle term, ’ which determines the
character of the syllogism and also makes
the inference valid or invalid. A marZ may be true or false,
and accordingly a ¥g is either ¥3g or sragg, the latter he-
ing usually termed ¥erwrw. Before adverting to this dis-
tinction, it is necessary to tell what a mark in general means
and how it usually stands in a syllogism. The author
therefore first describes the three kinds of fgg. ¢ The mark
is of three sorts, positive and negative, merely positive, and
merely negative. Of these the first is in invariable con-
comitance with the grew both affirmatively and negatively,
as smokiness is with fire. The second has the invariable
concomitance qffirmatively only; and the third negatively
ouly. An instance of the second is¢ A jar is nameable, for
it-is knowable,” becanse both’ “the |rer ¢ nameability ?'and
the grye ¢ knowability ’ being here co-extensive, a negative
concomﬁ:anc‘e of theirs, that is, a concomitance of their

gitions is impossible. The properties of name-
ab111ty and knowabmty reside in all things, and so there is no-
TRYeTTEr=a on Whlbh the epara of rew exists, and hence there

The reason or
‘mark.’
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is n0 sgfakwE=an®. The example of the third kind is ¢ Earth
is distinet from all other paddrthus, because it has
odour.’ In this case there is a fAgersursqg where there is
neither odour nor gaxdg as in water or air, but there
is no wuymgewa where both wey and gax@=z are con-
comitant. In the second case therefore we can have only
AN JF|TMR, Such as T gx gy a=mirdad TuT W,
but no =faRE=M®, such as wIRYTE ATRA AT THTART
TR, owing to the impossibility of finding a corresponding
gareq. In the third case we have a =qfakE=an®, g%
TATAET ATRa @ TWITEHG ATRA, because we have no
less than 14 odourless things ( the 8 dravyas besides earth,
plus the remaining 6 paddrthas), on which the gacig
( difference of earth from all other things ) does not exist ;
but obviously we cannot have any sqgamify in this case, as
neither sysg nor gdfracars, which is the same as gRrfie,
eXists anywhere but on gf@rt. In the first case however we
have hoth kinds of =xnf®, becaunse we can have both similar
and contrary instances. We can Say IF ¥ YATAT TTE: qUT
AEAH; a8 well as g3 qiEwta ax gAis@ ke, aur Se=ey. |
The chief test therefore of discovering to which of these
three kinds a mark belongs is to see whether there is any
guarzerad, that is, an instance in which the grew coexists
with the ¥g, and also a fysrzers or & contrary instance in
which grearare co-exists with ¥eqwrg. If both kinds of in-
stances are available then the %¥g as well as the inference in
which it is employed are sraw=afaf®; secondly, if the first
kind of instance alone is found and not the second, they are
Faereara; and lastly if the second only is found but not the

first, they are Fam=afixs.

%. @y is defined by T. D. as the invariable concomit-
ance of ¥gand grey while =iy, literally

t‘;ig}"g'”a and Vya- meaning yTT, is a similar concomitance
of their absolute negations. The sgrar and

=rqF interchange places in the =rfiyEsarfy, that is, the
srwr of i which is the sgrqs in the wwagsgm@ becomes
=qreg of the srwry of gw the original =qreg. This can be
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best illustrated by three squares drawn with two sides of
each coinciding thus:—

B C

A K

o Tie TEAVF

A L G D

Let the largest sqnare A C represent any clags larger than
s1g such as g=x, the intermediate fignre A F represent the
sphere of 71%, and the smallest A K represent that of wa.
Now it is clear that the whole space of gw is covered by
that of 7%, and so we can say g3 yweasr afg:. The square
A K will therefore comprise all similar instances such as
"EEH, ggamer ete. The gnomen E K G will comprise all
instances such as gwrr:ffvz where there is fire but no
smoke. In a contrary inference from a1 to ww, the gnomen
E K G will correspond to an gqu& ( smaFaadanr ) which
‘vitiates a savfy like g a3 aiEwEmT wwi, The gnomen BF D
comprises instances where yHTE i co-eXistent with
ggaurs. Thisis the region of fagsrzerea which will justify
the =m®, ax TawwEEs  wwnE:.  The figures also
show that the square of sr® being larger than that of
aH, ¥R is srae of yw. Similarly, the gnomen B K D
representing wwrarg is larger than the gnomen B F D
which  represents wgsrwry, and hence wmrw s sqE.
of wgwww, the intermediate. gnomen E K G again .
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representing the gqn® if the mamf@ is reversed. The pro-
por safavseans therefore runs g3 I3 FFTATICAT THTATTS,
T ASFER |

s T. D, defines a pxowa@ &% as ‘that the mrex of
which is Faereara;’ and a greg is FaaTearg

Kevaldnvayi. when its syegeamara exists nowhere, that
is, when the §rem, e. ¢. wfaygew, is co-

terminous with the whole class of existing things. It
should also be noticed that the ¥gwreafiex, which T. D.
defines as stegwarwTaTIAAIRIE, is that pertaining to the
w1y, and not that of the ¥g, for the total absence of an
sremwaraTy of the ¥g is not necessary for a sy sgwr.
For instance, the syllogisin g3rfade: | 92aTa | is FaaTa,
as there is no safaCE=aTTR, TATTHYATA ARG T TTART AT
but the #g in it is not syeg=arTITSATEN, Since TITdTT OX-
ists in many places. The essence of a wxwreard therefore
consists in the wpar being co-existent with ‘4all existent
things. But an objector might say that the illugtration iu
the text is jneorrect, since there are many things in the
universe which have no names, and which we do not and
cannot know, and yet of which the smarx of wagey or afi-
Y¥gex can be predicated. But, says T. D., the wfigges and
gagey referred to are not those determined by our own
limited capacity; they are absolute, and so though a thing
may be unknown and unnamed to us, it is still the object of

the omnigcience of God.

4. The case of Hxgsafad® is rather complicated. Its
essence consists in the grey being coter-

Kevala-vyatireki. minous with gar, as in the example, gfersy
TATASITERAL | Teqg=<arg. Here we can-

not have an sFEF=IMR, TN TF TIH aF TAFALAT:, be-
cause everything that has sreqa=x as well as gierfratiy . ¢
gferfra, being included in gfedr itself, there is no gerea
apart from the ger. There are plenty of instances, however,

on which the greamars, . ¢ TRENATHIINTT OF gIATEEGT, i8
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found coexistent with s=qrats. Any of the eight sub-
stances excepting gferdt or any of the remaining six cate-
gories will serve for such a Fqwzersa.

5. Hére T. D. indulges in a little argument which is
typical of the scholastic . subtilities for
How earthisprov-  which Naiydyikas have become so famous.
ed distinct from . . N
other substances. An objector starts up saying that zavwz
cannot be proved by inference on gie,
and he puts down o dilemma. The §rer /. e. gac¥y is either
previously known or not; if it is known to exist somewhere
( elsewhere than earth of course ), then the ¥g (stew ) either
co-exists with it or not. Now if the g co-exists with the
qrer in the other thing, then that is clearly a gqsgrgerea and
there is an erexg=aiia; but if the ¥g co-exists with it in no
other thing than earth, then it is a peculiar characteristic
of the gsy, and there can be no =qr® and no inference based
on it. On the other hand, if the wmreg itself is unknown,
then of course there can be no =rgf@fy; and for this reason.
An s, such as gddr aigwT™E, is a fAfRreswww, that is,
knowledge of a mountain, not pure and simple, but as a(Z-
fafyre ¢ characterized by fire.” But there isa maxim that a
fatare thing cannot be known without the previous know-
ledge of the fFyor; for how can we know a g unless we
first know what a guz is. The knowledge of aiFwerga can-
not therefore be had without our first having the knowledge

of the g7g. But by our hypothesis the grem, ¢ €. zaw¥yg, is

unknown ; and hence there can be no srgfan@ like gatigadr

giost. Similarly as the knowledge of an zwra depends on

the knowledge of its wfadrfr, the satyarars is also un-

known, and hence there can be no sqfaREsan®, I TATAGTIT-

WANFTTTH A FawsafaR® syllogism is therefore an impos-
sibility. )

6. The above dilemma is fairly nettling, although our

. anthor does attempt to give some sort of

Tarna Doy e & teply to it in the concluding portion of

plained. the commentary. The passage is involved
in considerable obscurity. As read by all copies except one
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or rather two, it is quite unintelligible, and is probably
corrupt ; and I have therefore ventured to correct it, on the
high authority of Nilakanthe and the Ms. J, by transferring
the words aregfiearararroyr to the preceding sentence, and
splitting seypTAFEoTRSaT into serwTE TRrgaT- Read
thus, the gist of the reply is briefly this. The wgrex in the
inference in question is not the cumulative difference of
fourteen paddrthas (8 substances + 6 categories) from earth,
which being unobserved on aunything other than earth
may be unfit to be a grew. What is really inténded to be
proved on earth is the simultaneous existence of the Zkirteen
mutual negations of those fourteen paddrthas. Mutual nega-
rion exists between two things, and so there are thirteen
mutual negations, corresponding to the thirteen couples that
can be formed out of fourteen paddrthas, water etc., and

residing in thirteen things, excluding that of which the
negation is spoken of. Thus sg¥z resides in the thirteen
things, light ete. ; and ¥sfr¥rz resides in all things excepting
light. Thus the thirteen mutual negations reside in thirteen
things at a time, but on none of the fourteen things do all
of them exist at one and the sume time. They do however so
exist on earth, and in this respect earth is distinguished
from the fourteen things. Our greg therefore here is sd-
AR AT FEwEfegs, ¢ the simultaneous exis-
tence of the thirteen mutual negations on one thing.” And
as no instance is known on which the existence of this wrer
is previously ascertained, we cannot know whether the¥g
exists there or not ; and having thus no knowledge of the
2g positive or negative, we can necither call it sw=fir, nor
srarareor.  Thus the first horn of the objector’s dilemma is
disposed of. The second, that the wrewr being unknown
there can be no wrgfty, is also weak, becanse we have
seen that the @rewr which we have taken, namely sen@yg-
&a, ¢ aggregate of the thirteen mutual negations of water
etc.” is already known by the previous ascertainment of
its thirteen components, the thirteen mutual negations

37
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severally. But, the objector rejoing, though your thirteen
negations may be severally known, their aggregate is still
unascertained ; how cau then the wmreg be called wfag?
Well, replies the undaunted Nuiydyike, I do not recognize
an aggregate ( wg=m ) as a separate thing from its com-
ponents, and my ®rer here is not a fietitious thing like
wgTT, but the several ncgations themselves, which, beiug
ascertained on their respective substrabu(geimrfasEIoT afEraam).
may be inferred conjointly ou earth. Consequently there
ought to be no difficulty in obtaining & FTEEREFREG s
well as & sgfatE=an®. The e inference is there
fore yuite possible and valid.

7. We have followed the tedious argument in T. D.
) simply to show into what absurdities the
wf;‘:ﬁgﬂfel‘z{ ke-  Naiyayikas have tallen by recognizing a
FaoTa® sgHrd. The essence of if, as
is' pointed out above, is that the mrew is co-terminous with
gar. The grew cannot therefore be anything but a peculiar
characteristic of gar. Now how can the peculiarity of a
thing be known except by actual observation ? The syllogism
is quite incapable of discovering it. The counclusion in an
inference is a particular deduction from the general proposi-
tion, and being already contained in it, is not a new piece
of knowledge. But an sraraRuraw is ex Aypothese a new
fact, and capable of being known only by observation or by
induction. This is the yist of the dilemma stated ahove,
while the answer given by T. D. is most unsatisfactory .

®. Why then did the Newdyayikus at all recognize sgferfe
wgAT which involved them into so uch absardity. Two
reasons might be suggested for this; oue is historical while
the other is purely dialectical. The three-fold division of
&% and srgar is comparatively modern, but it is derived
from Gotamn’s division of 3g into grgwior and Yysfor.* The

*G. 8. I I, 345,
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two kinds of ¥g made the garavor, Taaw and @waw also two-
told; and thus the whole syllogism changed its character
according as the ¥g was through similarity or dissimilarity.
The graed or Iues referred to was that of gwrea, and thus
the gerear Was as it were the key to the whole syllogism.
When the geres was enlarged by the addition of the saria=ra,
and thereby sank itself into insignificance, the =arfg became
the means of determining the character of the ¥g and the
stgmra as regards their wrawf and Fwed, or to use their
modern equivalents syafarer and syfdfcfea. So long as the
distinetion was confined to sgrfy, there was nothing absurd
or unintelligible about the doctrine; but the modern school
of Naiydyikas in their zeal to carry each and every doctrine
of the ancients to its ultimate result, discovered three ways
in which the two kinds of =g might be used ina syllogism,
namely. either each alone by itself, or both optionally. In
this way the mar% (f&g ) became three-fold, according as it
was followed by a =g7f® that was purely =@, or purely
=qf&TE, or both alternatively. Hence modern writers like
Annambhatta define a fgg as one having an syegasqriy or =-
faRE=aria or both. As most iuferences have both kinds of
=q7fe. the class of spag=a@T® g is the largest and also
the most general one, while the other two are exceptional

cases which are classed apart bacause they cannot be incladed
in the general category.

9. In one sense both the Fxgr=a@ and Fawsa@ere may be
said to be defective syllogisms, aslacking

Objectons. one or more characteristics that are re-
quisite for a sonnd deduction. Properly

speaking a deduction ought to be the inference of a particular
or a less general proposition from a wider one; but in a ¥x-
wreafy the gregfRfEreg@f@ is not only no particular case
included in the sgrfg, but the e is actually co-terminous
with the widest generality, namely, Existence (w=r).
Similarly in a Fgeafar®. the grer being co-terminons with
the qay, there is no middle term between the two, or if there
happens to be one it is co-extensive with qay and @rew ( ag
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in the example given in the text., The three terms heing
co-extensive, all the premises become equally wide and
practically tautologous. The Nuiydyilas themselves seem to
have been half conscious of the precarious case of the F¥e-
=ufaxi®, for the reply they give to a strong objection, some-
times advanced against it, is anything but convincing. The
objection is directed against sgfa¥msaria itself. srgfafa is the
result of qrwsf, and gerast is TR ERrErTRaTaTE, that is,
AT TSR Which can arise only when the wregsaremen
is known to reside in fgrgr. Now in a sqfavs=an®, the wregr-
WY 18 the sgreq of Zegwrs, and hence the =yreges or =fw
resides in §regwrs. But how can o zauf@, residing in one
thing, namely sreanars, be the fasrgor of a quite different
thing, namely grgw or fg, and thus produce the srafafire-
varaarare ¢ The Naiydyikas, try to meet this diffeulty by
making sqrRiaTaTes a property not of weyyw but of gerasar-
Ftta.* The force of the objection is mnot however thereby
much lessened. The difficulty in short is how can we infer
fire from smoke from the invariable concomitance of their
negations 7 Or to make it still more clear, if a sgf@HEwRE
be put in the English Celarent ( E A B ), of which the major
premise, 7. ¢. =gTavE=ATER, 1S negative, the conclusion alse
must be negative, while in the Sanskrit Nydya, we derive a
positive conclusion ( q&ayr afgars ) from a negative major
premise. This is absurd. The reply of the Naiydyikas is that
though the =gtfg may reside in gremrama, the wraw is still
known as the gfaaifir of its ewrre which is =gras; and that
sort of knowledge of the grysr being an accessory suffices to
produce the requisite grrerst. Hence S. C. says greanarasamaat-
FANTAATAG AT WA qargieeas ggeny. But thisis a
lame explanation after all.

10. The true reason for recognizing a sqfaXf@ srgwt seems
to have been toavoid the necessity of having

vfgf#f,fi_of kevala- o £t} proofcalled wgtafs (Presmmption).
The instances which the Mimdmnsakas give

of srqfafer are all included by Naiydyikas in their ¥awafy-
UF stgum™- The analoguous reasoning from g% or Reductio

* Vide Note p. 243, Supra.
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ad absurdum would also come under the same head, and in
fact all conclusions that cannot be proved directly (e. g.
sraa T SR grontdaesg ) will be proved by the Navydyi-
kas by Fam=mfaxi®. Those of course who, like the Mimdmsa-
kas and the Vedintins, accept srufafy as proof, dispense
with not only the ¥=greafy and Fgz=afakis but the whole
=@® srgara altogether. The strictures passed by the
Vedintu-Paribhishd npon the Nydya doctrine of =qfafE
inference are instructive and deserve to be quoted in full:—
AITGATAATACIAERT 7 § FASTANT WIHANT T TEHH
( SR@AY )  HERE AT T R (RN e T AT AT T e -
FACTFASTATLACATING: | ATCAIATAT  TRUBETS FrEaTars
HIIATAE SRR AAET rIad FrArgiaaEgeanmg | &9
afe ywEraTsTRnfagds® afavEaTRTaena: | el
qIRSATOTE (o Fara: 1

Secrrons. 1L, L, LL gay:, waedt frazer.
A subject is ome where the thing to be proved is doubted,
as mountoin when smokiness is the reason.
A similar instance is one where the thing to be proved is
ascertained, as Litchen in the same case.
A contrary instance is that where the absence of the thing
to be proved is ascertuined, as a lake in the sume case.

1. In these three short sections, Annambhaita defines three
terms which constantly occur in connec-
tion with the syllogism. < A qay, place
or subject, is, that on which the existence
of the thing to be ascertained is doubtful, as the mountain
in an inference of fire from smoke. A ggsy or similar ins-

tance is that on which the existence of the thing to be
ascertained is already known, as the culinary hearth in the

same inference. A fFgay or contraryinstance isthat on which
the negation of the thing to be ascertained is definitely
known, as a great lake in the same inference.”” Annambhatta
has given the simplest definitions of the terms, probably
copied by him from Gangeia’s Tattva-Chintdmani, while
most of the others such as that of N. B. are merely
variations of it. The wwsr and {@gqer of later Nadydyikas
of course correspond respectively to the instances by simi-

¢ Ved. Par. Cslc. ed. p. 14.

Paksha, Sapak-
sha and Vipaksha.
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larity and digsimilarity —wmentioned by Gotama, and
are employved to illustrate wegg=m®@ and srfdyE=aiw
respectively.

9. The definition of ggy is however open to an objection. It
is prima facic incorrect Decause it does
An objection. not apply to cases where we infer a thing,
even though it may have been previously
ascertained by other proofs such as Pw ceptionor Word., We
have for instance the mJumtmn of the Sruti, wwemt TISYT Fo=T:
sTte=aY weasat AEwn@ass:© L in which erremr is first direc-
ted to be heard and then reﬁected, and then contemplated
upon. syur is acquiring the knowledge of the Soul from the
Vedas, while waa comprehends reasoning or iuference. But
how can inference work if the Soul is already ascertained
by sror, and is therefore no longer s@wy 7 And yet the
injunction being that of infallible Sruti cannot be groundless.
It is not necessary therefore that the ger in an inference
must be w@eq. Besides even in ordinary life we often
practise inference, although the HIET iy actually observed
or otherwise ascertained, as when we wish to corroborate our
observation of fire on the mountain by the additional evidence
of an inference. The definition of gy is therefore inaccurate.
The anthor’s reply to this objection is not quite clear. The
true definition of gay, says T. D.,is “athing which isthe sub-
stratum of the garay as already defined, ziz. Rgra@arEews-
Faraerara:’’. T That is quite, true, but does the authorthere-
by admit that the definition of gar given hereis wrong ? And
if so, whydid heinsert it at all ? The difficulty will, however,
be removed by taking the word @y in the sense of, not
doubtful absolutely, but doubtful for the time being, or doubt-
ful in the precise way in which an inference ascertaing the
grea. The wregr for instance might have been kuown from
Sruti, but mere verbal knowledge of a thing is not sufficient
to dispel all doubts and questionings which often obstruct the
free working of the intellects. Arguments of both wrgs and

1

* Brihad. Tr. Tp. 1V. 5, 6.
T Vide Note 6 Under Sect. 44, p. 240, supra,
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Tra¥ kinds are necded to remove these doubts and make
our knowledge absolutely certain. Similarly though fire
may have been actually observed, our senses often mislead
us, and there is no positive certainty until independent
reasoning corroborates the evidence of our senses. In this
scnse of course the grar is still- doubtful, even though it
has been previously knowwn.

3. It iy rather strange that Awnembhatia, after having
described the general nature of a mark,
did not, before proceeding to the garae
or dwwalid reasons, mention the distinctive
characteristics of wwlid marks. The desideratum however
has been supplied by the writers of other manuals, such as
Torlea- Kauwmudi and  Tarkdmyita. These essentials of g@g
arc five, and are thus deseribed in T. K. —sgmort asr
FISFATATACHT T THEAH TF QT Fraafd | ane g2 FArior
TR, TIE O, ROAgTe:, AanaaEedew, qaaid-
gared J1a.” The five requisites of o good ¥g are,—~(1) existence
on the ger, of course at the time of making the inference;
2) existence on wyar Tateas (3) non-existence on the 1Fqay;
(4) non-contradiction of the subject matter by another
stronger proof; and (5) abscnce of a counter-balancing reason
on the other side, proving the negation of wrer. The first
three conditions are obviously deducible from what has been
already said about the nature of the gur, wyer and Fasr. The
latter two belong to the matter rather than to the form of
the inference. These five requisites are necessarily present
in an sEggmTaaE aqs bub the ofher bwo, Fawresfr and Fa=-
iaer®s, being exeeptional, are by their very uature wanting
in one reyuisite each, and therefore pass on with four only.
The Fagreafar canuot have FEagrsgrn® because there is no
faqey in its case: while a Fzg=ufat® caunol have wuysra<a
owing to the absence of wger itself. With these two excep-
tions, the requisites are essential to all inferences, and the
absence of any one of them gives rise to the several fallacies. .

Thus the want of garasex produces sysran@g and WEITESS

What is a yood
hetu.

*# T K. Bow. ed. p. 12.
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that of gyerg=x, sreTarU-T=aTH=wr® and ergodsT; that of

e, STTEnay, ey and qrawo-gsata=r and the
absence of the last two gives rise to grida and wegfqer
respectively.® This will be iullv understood when the mtum
of the several fallacies has been explained.
4. The author of Nydya-Bindu mentions only the Hrst
three as the requisites of a good ¥g,
Another view. omitting the last two, perhaps because
they pertain more to the matter than to
the form of the ¥g, and involve what are called material
fallacies. He describes this frea®g thus:— Sect ga-
fogerEay (. ¢. U ) TEAT | §UF TF FO% | AWAR Fra<a-
# @fsaaw | T The Vaiseshikas too would seem to recognize
a faeagg. The whole Nydya theory of valid reasons and
the five kinds of fallacies is as a matter of fact deduced from
this three-fold character of the &g.

Secr. LII, Enarar:.

There are five fallacies, viz:—I. Discrepancy, 2 Contra-

diction, 3 Ambiguity, 4 Futility and 5 Falsity.
1. The next six sections deal with the five groups of
fallacies, an accurate knowledge of which
Fallacies. is necessary to ensure sound reasoning.
It is often as necessary to know what we
are to avoid as to know what we are to accept, and hence
a treatise on Logic can never be complete without a descrip-
tion of the various fallacies to which an inference is liable.

The word ¥errara is capable of two derivations and two
meanings. It means a fallacious reason, (gey gg: ) if dis-

solved either as ¥gaararaa ¢ that which looks like a gg but
is not &g,’ or as %a‘mmg: wear: ‘that which resembles agg.’
If dissolved as Fay: Bqt arssura: the word wounld mean a
JSallacy (Fagi: ) ¢.e. the error which underlies the ap-
parent 3g and makes it invalid. The difference between
the two meanings is important, because it must be
noted that the five-fold divison of fallacies is really based
on the different kinds of 3gdry and not on those of gwyg.:

* V. 8. Up. Calc, ed. p 160.
+ Nydya-Bingu-Tikd Bib. In. p. 104,
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The reason of this distinction is that a single 3g may often
be vitiated by two or more errors occurring at once, each of
which would fall under oune or the other of the five classes;
but their combination will not make a separate: kind of
Barare.  Such a ¥g might in fact be classed under as
many heads as there are [allacies involved in it. Thusif
we take the syllogism, TrEeaTE egTa | the g & will
be found to fall under all the five heads of ¥ararw.  Simi-
larly in wz: w=tser gegmama, the ¥g gawex has fallacies of
all kinds. In =gt afgwry e, the g is of three kinds:
arfaw, wefaasy and wearfyg; while in ofdy e @
the g would be both gramurasafraw and sqreratfrg.  If
bhe division had been applied to gw¥g instcad of ¥gry, how
could these mixtures of several fallacies have been classed ¥
They can neither be put under one only of the possible
heads, nor form an iudependent class. Hence Naiydyikas
have adopted the better plan of classifying all the fallacies
or errors that are possible in a ¥g, and then denominating a
®g which possessed one or more of them as fallacious in
s0 many ways. The anthor of Didkizi remarks to the same
effect : ‘ v wwww ¢ WEIfFAE:,’ (Feg:  TATRIEATT-
T FAA  THEIAIEAH— STTATEFLCLATRFT * ga
TIEMTACEITATETT TUEAT  Ta@anaaearsgas:; that is,
* the fallacious reasons are divided into five classes not be-
cause only five varieties of them are possible, but because
the errors which underlie them are of so many kinds.’ The
correct method for a Nydye writer would therefore be to
classify and define the tive ¥gZrys or fallacics and then to
define a gu3g as one that is infected with one or more of
them.

R. Amnnambhatta has avoided the difficulty by simply
enumerating in the text onlythe five kinds of gwggs without
defining gmmwre (ggeg ) in geueral, and then adding the
definition of a ¥gziy as added in T. D. The remark of
Nilakantha shows that the word Tegrwre is used by the
author in two different senses in the text and in the com-
mentary. 1In the text it means a gwgg, since the five class-
names given are names of the ¥gs, while the definition in
T. D. is that usually given of a ggZrwy. The five errorsin a
¥g corresponding to the five zg¥gs mentioned in the text

38 .
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are given by N. B., as sm@=rx (discrepancy ), f&iry (con-
trariety ), afager (counter-balance) erf¥f¥ (inconclusive-
ness ) and gy (absurdity ). The five apparent reasons which
derive their names from these errors are respectively called
werfirare ( diserepant, or incousistent ), fagg ( contrary ),

-gaafagsy ( counter-balanced ), sifrg ( inconclusive ) and Frivg
( absurd or futile ).

3. T. D. defines a 3g¥ty 28 sigfAANTAT=IHFTLTd AT,

¢ that which is the subject of a right know-
oﬁ;’;ﬁ;ﬁj"‘ defects ledge which prevents a judgment.’ The

errors named above prevent a conclusion
that would otherwise follow {rom the reason given. Thus
in the syllogisn sg#t afgam gam, the judgment thut the
lake is flery would follow in due course, il it were not for
our certain knowledge that there is no smoke ou the lake.
This knowledge becomes therefore spp@f@sfas®s, aud the
subject of that knowledge, namecly the absence of smoke ou
the lake, becomes a ¥gZry- But why say gemramma? The
word gyrsf is used to prevent an erroneous knowledge of &
g1y from obstructing even a valid stg@@. As for example,
our familiar syllogism wedar M@AT g may be opposed
by an erroneous perception that there is uo fire on the
mountain. The sgswrwera bowever being only a ww
ought not Lo make the¥g in wddr TfgwE afda cte.; and
hence the restriction that the kuowledge of sy or any

other Fg&m wust itgell be righl knowledge, and nol a wg
merely,

4. The definition however 1s imperfect inanother way,
because it does not cover those 2gzrys, such as =nRIm,
Y, sraamaiatyg and @eqn|rg, which do not prevent ai
AR directly but only indirectly, by preventing =ymaz
Or TFFT Or qrAT, and are thus swrun@g themselves so
far as orRTRMIRE=y is concerned. Nilakaitha therefore
remarks, FEEmAEEITEFUTSEARAETOFITETT |’
AR ORIIaavEaey M REganaaasas®
iRy A, The word sigfen® in the definition is to be
cnlarged so as to include wgftaswor that is wrast, =nfagmor
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g, whatever it may be. In this way sgfy=re and other
#1ys which directly affect the wrgfafaswor only but not the
srgiafa, will be included in the definition. The same result
might be obtained, says the author of the Didhiti, by taking
sIgtafa to mean not a simple judgment qfaY arEwTR, but
RARTTERG, as sigsaTerywaT udar argarg. Other writers
like T. K. avoid the difficulty by actually introducing the word
aewvor after srgfai® in the definition.

5. After knowing what a ¥gdry is, it is easy to define a
z geeg as (Aewmiraara. Another definition
or fallacies "¢ of a geRg given by T. B. and Saikara

Misra is g7 TArOTEeR ©WTOT -
FRURAENT aEsTa ey, © wanting in any of the five- or
four reyuisites of & good Fg.’ * This latter definition i
simpler as well as more scientific, becansa it tukes away the
necessity of recognizing so many ¥grys, all of which can in
fact be reduced to the absence of one or more of the five
requisites of a g@g. '

6. Although all writers are practically agreed ag to the
definition of a Rerary, there is no snch unanimity about their
number. The chisf divergence of views is between the Nai-
ydyikas, who on the authority of (fotame recognize five
fallacious reasons mentioned by Annambhatta, and the Vais-
eshikas, who following Kandda accept only three, namely,
AT, Aoy and sf@g. The divergence is not however
radical, for the last two, wexfaqer and srfda, which (otama
enumerates separately, are included by Vuiseshikas either
under wrraTirg or under WwIFRITT Or FAwreas as it is
often called.t Again the names of the several Feraras are
not the same in all books. (ofwmna names the five as g~
ar, ey, Tewww, aregga and  sdasre.d  Of these
the first two are identical with those given by Annambhatta.
geooray 15 defined as that whiech leaves the conclusion

* V. 8. Up. Cale, ed. p. 159,
¥ Ibid p. 150
@ 8.1, 2 45.
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doubtful. owing to the opposition of an eyually strong argun-
ment on the other side,* and is therefore the same on our
weafarger. A ®TeTEW g is that which is as doubtful as the
qrew, and which is therefore zifs. @t corresponds to
our =rfya. Kanddae’s aphorismt is a little obscure, but his
doctrine is unmistakably summed up in-the verse of an un-
known writer, quoted by Prafastapdda, Fegraeitivaatsg
Fragdtsadig | ¢ Kdsyapa or Kandde declared three false
reasons, g, ey and @@wy. ' Of these fFwgy and ¥y
are the same as ours, while g3y corresponds to g=r=R
or sET=a®. A fourth one named srpeaaf@a is also added
by some writers, but it is, says Senkara Misra, identical
with sygegerR and therefore comes under =F¥wifeaw. DBud-
dhists, like the author of Nydya-Bindu, adopt the enum-
eration and terminology of Kasdda. The sub-divisions of
weatw=re and  sf¥rgappear to be the work of modern
writers.

7. It is obvious that the difference between Gotama and
Kandda mainly lies in the recognition of

r{gzr ?aalllgc':'gs?{ate' gegtager and arfie. These together form
a separate group of material fallacies, as

distinguished from the other three,which may for convenience
be called formal fallacies. Many Kuropean logicians regard
material fallacies as being out of the province of logic, and
a similar reason may have prompted Aundda to exclude wey-
fawer and v from his list of Bayrwrgs. The exclusion of
sraaravere and sErfdmes, ( which correspond to the two
FRTaTESs Fetaaer and qriye) by some writers from among the
five requisites of & good ¥g may be accounted for on the same
ground. It must however be stated to prevent any misunder-
stdﬁ‘&mg, that there is in Indian Logic no such clearly-marked
division of formal and material fallacies as was laid down by
Aristotle under the two names of fallacia in dictione, and
fallacia extra dictionem. It will be found later on that some
varieties of wR®n%a® and wfyg when reduced to an English
syllogism, disclose material fallacies, while others are formal

* G. 8.2, 48,
V. 8. 1L I, 15,
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fallacies. The fact is that the’ peenliar form of Sansgkrit

syllogism did not permit a clear demarkation of formal form -
material fallacies, nor are the two so separated in practice.
Most of the so-called formal fallacies involve material miscon-

ceptions or over-statements, while almost all the material
fallacies can be avoided by astrictadherence to the syllogistic
Jorm. The distinction is purely artificial, and has not been
observed by the Naiydyikas.

Secr. LIII, s=afa=ro

The discrepant reason is one that coexists partially. It
is threefold, over-wide, peculiar and non-exclusive. One that
coexists with megation of the thingto be proved is over-wides e. g.
mountain is fiery because it is fnowable, since knowability
exists with absence of fire on a lake. Peculiur is that which is
70t found either in similar or contrary instances; ¢. y. Sound
is eternal lbecause it is Word. The yenus word is absent
Jrom all eternal and non-eternal things, and resides in Sound
only. Nom-exclusive is that which has neither similar nor dis-
similar instances; e. g. Fvery thing is transitory because it is
knowable. Here everything bheing the subject of inference there
¢8 no separate excumple.

I weafasne is sofraioor @8 aefane: ‘that which involvesa
=i or discrepancy of the 3g with the

j:ff”ef’“”t rea- greg.’ It is defined as sf¥wrfeas, or ¢ co-
‘ existing with the srew only partially.’
Thus if one says (Fer: TR, T TARTEAT (Tq31-
%9 ) aF qEATAE TAT G |, the ¥g will be sawrRas or
=qfu=tea, because there are the earthy atoms which though
wqEiaq are {Aax just as there is ;1% which is both sqst and
gifaew. Hence the =qn® is not correct; that is, the g co-
exists partially with the grem, partially with the s ,
and entirely with neither. Vdésydyana explains the Word
ANFIAE A8, [T RF o | AATARBIA: | CHRATTT [RTa
1R YEnraE: RudaEasncas  swarasasara” | The word
w=gia=Ty implies the same thing, for safyrar or T R=TCT
has been defined qTadREAMEIN TR T RATIFATTR THEUTTE,
that is, ¢it is a property which leads to the proof of both
wrew and its negation, and thus causes doubt about the greg’.
The w=av@=nx has o tendency to prove both mrex and its
negation because it is coexistent with both; and the

¥ Vat. on, G. 8, I, 2, 56,
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simnltaneons knowledge of these two extremes, produces
@3z of the grew which is gwgErfewsna. Hence Kandidi
calls sfFmrica® by the name of HEwyr. ‘

2. wmafwa is sub-divided into three varieties wTyTRor
(Urer-wide), srgraror, (Peculiar) and wwy-

Its three varieties.  garfy (Non-exclusive). Of these wrarwor or
the over-wide mar/ is ‘that which is found

both on the gusy and the Jgey, that is, which co-exists both
with grer and its negation. Annambietie defines a gryrrer
simply as one that coexists with wyerars, but the full
definition would be that given by T. K. wqarfdasrar®. The
reason why Annambhatte omits woamRew

Over-wide mark.  from his definition is that it is necessarily
implied in an sw=% %y, suchas the graww

is, and need not, therefore he particnlarly mentioned. As an
illustration of grarxer the author gives ¢“Mountain is fiery,

because it is knowable’’; where the reason ‘- knowability,’
exists both in things known to possess fire ag the ordinary
hearth, and also things that have no fire, ag n lake. The
wager being thus associated with hoth av@ and saawry, there
is no reason why one should be inferred from it and not the
other; but both cannot exist together and lience the gg is
fallaciQus. Similarly in gy gwars a8, the ¥g 71y isamyro,
being found to co-exist both with wym in weraw and with
TATITT i S E-
3. The sygrarer or Peculinr is just the opposite of grawor,
‘ being found neither in gwggy nor in frqar.’
Peculiar mark. — Ttg absence in the fawaris of conrse natural.
because even a good ¥g is non-existent in
fawsy; but the fallacy of sraryreor consists in its being absent
in wqer also. If the wmrgror is over-wide, owing to its
trespassing in the forbidden reason of figsy, this is not
wide enough as it does not even cover the legitimate
ground of gyar. One errs on the side of excess, the other on
that of defect; and thus both are equally falla-
cious. The srgmawmor, in fact, as its name denotes
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is a peculiar characteristic of the gar which exists nowhere
else, and for which therefore no guzersa can be found.
As for example, if we say, “Sound is eternal, because it has
the nature of sound,” the nature of sound, srsze, is a peculiar
characteristic of sound ; and being so, can lead to no valid
‘conclusion. In this case the wger instances, e.g. those
having the grer fitarex, would be ether and other eternal
things, while the figay instances would be all non-eternal
products, such as a jar. The ¥g sr=gex exists in neither, and
hence it is called srgrerTTor. ‘

4. The third variety of wegfarseis srguda® (Non-exclu-

_ sive ) which is defined in the text as ¢ one

,mﬁ‘;c'_‘""“’[” sive that has neither a wyer nor a fAyey zere,’
that Is, which is never present where the

wTer is present, exeepting of course the gay itself. Now
this can happen ouly when all things in this world are iu-
cluded in gsr, and so nothing is left outside the range of way
that can be denominated ®wsr or {Ewey. The definitions
given in T. K. and T. A. muke this quite clear. They ure,
TEEHTIIIF: OF FII9F:, ¢ one in which the universality of
things is the ggy, ’ that is one in which the greg is unascer-
tained ( €@y ) of all things in the world, and there is there-
fore no wusr or fAwar where.the qrex or its negation might
he said to be ascertained ( fr%ka ). The example given in
the text js <All things are transient, because they are know-
able, ”’ where @a being the gar, there is no wwer or fawer
aparl from it. But why cannot the individuals, says an
objector, serve as gaer or fAgar? that is, why caunot we
argue, ARIAA | THTATE | I IF TRATH FANETA | guT o2
qe =¥ ar 1 * It cannot be said that the @rer being df@wy in
@q, it is necessarily so in gz, gz and gz ; for first the greg
( wirga ) may be ffaa in the gay at one time, and be widvy
at another ; and secondly uncertainty as to the whole does
not necessarily imply an equal uncertainty as to individuals
or some parts of that whole. w= and gz therefore which
are certainly transient might very well serve as wustzerss

to prove stf@erer ou g1, To remove this objection modern.
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Naiydyikas define an Sgadem® 28 Faarer@aaareTs: ‘one in
which the grew is only positively connected with the ¥g, ’
and so there is neither o =fERvT=UNE® LOr 3 RFTEF. But
this latter definition also is faulty, as it would apply even to
a ¥a@Teaiy @gg- [Lhe proper answer to the first objection
would be that in an s1gggsrR, although there may be indi-
vidual things in which the eReayex is ascertained, there is
no =griw either of the s=xr{m or of the =gfa¥@® kind, since
the conclusion itself constitutes the widest possible genera-
lization. The name sygudzm®, ( Non-cxelusive ) is given
to this fallacy because the wer being universal nothing is
excluded from it.

d. Now it may be asked, why are these three fallacies, ap-
parently so dissimilar, and the last a quite anomalous case,
~classed under wewtyse? A closer examination of the
definjitions and examples of the three varieties will how-
ever show that there is a common principle underlying

the division, and that principle is derived from the general
definition of gz itself.

A geafw=re or discrepant reason has been defined as
¢ one which is not uniformly concomitant
with gre,” that is, which uniformly exists
neither with grey nor with mreamrs. It
is neither purely srexf¥, nor purely saf{ef@s, nor both com-
pletely, bubt haltf of this and half of that. It ig thus
defective in either or hoth of the two requisites of a g,
namely, ¥qarg=x and fAqersaratw. Now there ure four and
only four ways in which the fwo properties way be pre-
dicated of a ¥g, namely, both may he present, both may be
absent, or either may be presént when the other is absent.
Thus we have four cases: (1) prescnce of both gasrwesy and
Ragza®s; () absence of both of them; (3) presence of
FaeTH, but absence of fEqarsaral®; (4)“‘absence of gy
bat presence of fauym=wrgia. The first is undoubtedly a
- case of ¥, as both the requisites are present, and may
therefore he left out.. In the latter threc cases the ¥g is

The three-fold di-
viston explained.
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obviously defective, and is respectively called mFaEET,
ey and STETITon.  SgTEeTR has been defined as one that
has neither a gqsy nor a Fqerzered; that is, there i§ no T
on which the ¥g co-exists with grex, nora fawey from which
the ¥g is sqraw just as the grey is.  wgedgmR has therefore
neither of the two properties, gaerarer and fqarsargfe- The
third case is that of a grqreor which is defined as existing
both on the wger and the fRgey; that is, there is waera=
but no fFqersarar®. The fourth is syergor which, as non-
.existing on both ggsy and fFgar instances, possesses only
faqarsarar®, but not wysrg=s. The three varieties are thus
nothing but the three possible ways in which the sfrfrasa

( defectiveness ) of a gsyfarsry may occur.

6. One more point remains to be noticed in connection
with these, and especially the last two
Kevalanvayi and  gyyror and syarareor, namely, in what re-
ﬁ?t)?nl:;ﬂtegem spect they do respectively differ from %=~
. srafy and Fagsaladts @ggs. Lhe in-
stances of gyyreor and sy@ryTeor given in the text are very
similar to those given for ¥gwratr and Fawsqiatia, and no
distinction can at first sight be made between the two pairs.
A comparison of the illustrations will however show the
difference. Thus gFar IFERTE TATETE IS 2 FTIR, while
qSarsiT: gRwarg s o wFgwary. The difference be-
tween the two lies in the grer which is co-extensive with
the ¥g in the latter case, but not so in the fiirst. Similarly
gfufiatedt fraw girdieETg or segaTErg | IS FEgstaus
while gierft fear giordvara will be sramamur, the difference
being the same, namely, that the gmew in a Faesafavi® is
co-extensive with the g, but not so in the sraTyrw. Now
why should this ditfereuce make one a good and the other
a bad inference ? The reason is obvious. When the g and
Zg coincide with each other, there is no syfww=e or discres
pancy between the two, although we cannot always have a
Hqer or fAqarzErea. The essence of graror and TN lies
not so much in the absence of sy or Awey Tered, but in the
imperfect generalization, the absence of the wgrea only indi
cating the sgvi=mre or defect in the saTi|.

P el

39
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Secr. LIV. R

Contrary reason is that whick 7s percaded by the negation
of the thing to he proved, c. y. Sownd s eternal becawuse it is

created. Creatibility is covered by the vegation of eternity or” . s

transttoringss.

1. fawsg or cowtrary reason is °that which is less ex-

tensive than the negation of ®rew and is

Contrary reason.  never coexistent with grew.” As when we

say, ¢ Sound is eternal, because it is artifi-
cial,” the reason, * artificialness ’ coincides with ferearars or
sAAEaex and not with @mgegr. We have the =iy, I T3
Faw aFTiAege a7 €, but not yx ax waws Ay fAwaw.
The ¥g Tawar being thus Fegaramasarey, it becomes a wrys
or ¥g of that srary, and not of its wfadrfr Mewex; that is,
the artificialness of sound is exactly the reason why sound
should be non-eternal. Thus the fallacy consists indrawing a
conclusion just contraryto that which would be justified by the
reason. This accords well with Gotama’s definition R{grea-
WU ARt @Aegs® ¢ a f@wg 18 that which is contrary to
- the conclusion desired to be drawn.’

2. faeg differs from grarer wsgf¥y=re in never existing
on the gyer as the latter does; while it differs from syerarrer -
in existing on the fgwsy unlike the latter which does not.
The chief distinction between gsgfmr and vy is that in
the former the =& is only imperfect or defective, while in
the latter it is actually contrary. There is only a discre-
pancy in the first ; there is direct opposition in the second.

Seer. LY, sesfaas:

The ambiquous or inconclusive reason is' that wherein
there is another reason proving the megation of the thing to be
proved; e. g. Sound i3 eternal, because it is audible like any
other sound; and sound is non-eternal, because it is a creation
like @ jar.

' *G- S¢ I‘ 2, 47v
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The gesrfagey differs from a fF¥sg in this, that while in the
latter the very same ¥g which ounght to
fparsetolesr prove i e s 8 suon Do
reason. proviug the grew, in wemferaer the 8g which
Proves |rEYTNTT is different (Fegeax ) from
that actually given. For example, if we say ‘Sound iseternal,
because it is apprehended by the organ of hearing’, the ¥g
given, namely syraores, does not prove fRegey; but neither
does it prove faegearara. The srf@eares however is proved by
another ¥g, a%, in such an inference as, ¢ Sound is non-
eternal, because it is artificial. > In rS&< the g is incon-
sistent with gyew inthe same inference; in gegfaaey it isincon-
sistent with the wtew in a contrary inference. wegfawer is
classed by Vaiseshikas under grfem, of which it is in one
sense a species ; but there is a clear distinction between the
two. In arfae the mmer of the inference in question is actual-
ly disproved by a stronger proof of another kind, such as
perception ; asfor instance, if one says ¢ Fire is cold be-
cause it is a substance,”’ the sygemex is proved to be false by
our actual perception of the heat of fire, according to the
maxim qeaTuTgHTR Jread. [ weafager there is no such =y
of the inference by a stronger proof, but only a counter-
balancing of two inferences, which being of equal weight,
are mutually destructive, but neither prevails over the other.
This peculiarity of wesfagar was well expressed by the more
significant name, s#xoraw ( Inconclusive ) which Gotama
‘gave Tt. Glotama’s definition of syxTuraw is TeATerRRUT=AT &
= qoiEw: gEIorEH: I gevor is an argument,and its Ry
is the curiosity({SrgaT) or expectancy (esterr) which is creat-
ed in the course of the argument, and remains until it is satisfi-
ed by a certain and well-grounded conclusion. An inference
which is inconsequential owing to being counter-balanced [or
opposed by a contrary inference of equal weight ] does not
remove this sarvoriarear; and hence a gywvorew is defined as
¢ a gg which though propounded for the purpose of giving
a certain conclusion ( fAotardmwfde: ) leaves the expecta-
tion of a certain conclusion unfulfilled.” Itis therefore ggzur~
ww) that is, as Vdtsydyane explains it TFEOTHATRIAATAS

. .

¢ alivays remaining in the stage of a non-concluded argu-
ment. ’ The word wesfaraat also conveys the same sense, but
rather distantly. The author of L/idkiti interprets it as @y

T 2 G, §. I, 2,48
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( e ) FARsTTENRARTT TR B FaEgaasT
o7 TE7 WIESTATORT 3adt ewtagers | To understand this
derivation, it must be observed that when there are two

mutually destructive inferences containing the two ¥gs that
are garfauer of each other, the judgment is impeded because
the two ¥gs give rise to distinct gaimsts leading to quite
contrary conelusions. It is needless perhaps to point out
that a gegTaqer 3g is such, only so long as it is of equal

weight with its contrary (geassaia Qafaqers Mgesaaaa-
R Faw:). As soon as the wfgqsy becomes stronger by any

reason, the former ceases to be a werfiger, and becomes

a mfa-a" Thus if there are two arguments, one in harmony
with the Srut or any other srearea, and the other opposed

to it, the other one is srfya on account of the greater weight
of the former.

Secr. LVI, =ni@re:

Futile reason s of three sorts: having non-existent subject,
nonexistent reason, and non-exisient concomitance. Non-existent
subject is thus:~Skyey lotus is fragrant because it is o lotus like

a lotus in a lake. Here skyey lotus is the subject, but it does
not exist at all. A Non-ewistent reason is this :-— Sound

is @ quality because it is ocular. Here Soundis not ocular

as it 18 audible. Non-existent concomitance is one which in-
volves a limitation or condition. Condition is that which

pervades the thing to be proved, but is not pervaded by the
reason. Pervasion of the thing to be proved means not having

absolute negation co-ewistent with the thing; while non-per-
vasion by reason means having absolute negation co-existing
with the reason. In ‘the mountain is smoky because it has fire,’

contact with wet fuel is the condition. For instance, wherever
there is smoke there is contact of wet fuel. Wherever there is

fire, there is no contact of wet fuel; e. g. there is no contact of
wet fuel in an iron ball, Thus wet fuel is the condition because
it pervades the thing to be proved and is not pervaded by the
reason. Fieriness is a futile reason owing to the condition.

1. The fourth ¥arary is @5 ¢ inconclusive or nnproved

. ’ reason,’which Gotama calls qregga(similar
czlijgg)deh:ezgoﬁwon- to |rew), on account of its being as doubt-
fol as the greg.* An =n@g g is one that

* 'has the Fry called an@E, and =¥ is defined by Udaya-
“ ¥ G.8 1, 2,49, )
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ndehdrys a8 ATIRT THIRATT XA Rfgwswry: ¢ absence of
the ®rfg which consists in the true cognition of the wreg-
sgTeaEg as a property of the gey;’ or, briefly speaking, stfens
is the non-production of gxrwsl. Hence sty has been
defined as any cause, other than a sgfrere (which gives rise
to we=afirsrr ), which obstructs the knowledge of qrrasf. As
qawEt (ATt aEaTaTA) is composed of three elements,
corresponding to the three terms of the syllogism, namely
=qTe, ggar and gergdar Or ¥gar, the obstruction to the
knowledge of qarerst will be caused by a defect or error in
the apprehension of any of its three constituents. Thus an
eifrg ¥g Dnaturally resolves into three varieties, formed

according as the error lies inthe knowledge ofwer, or of 3g or
of =ym®. The first is called srsrarirs, the second weandw,
and the third sgregam@s. '

2. Annambhatta only enumerates the three varieties,
) ) without defining either erf@< in general or

Aﬁ;’gia.k‘"d of its first two varieties. syrsrarirg is defined
28 CHATISSTHFTATATTES, that is, ‘a 3g
the subject or place of which is devoid of the distinctive
character of the supposed war.” Thusin the example, « A
sky-lotus is fragrant, because it is a lotus,” the reasoning
would be correct if the gar sky-lotus had been a real thing;
but being only an imaginary thing, itis devoid of the essence
of the supposed gay, namely, ssreftger. Here the garis not
. sRiawe simply, but werfrgaEfaiire or W gwEERew sRfawg,and
hence the garara=ges or the essence of garar issraigey which
never exists on an syriaEsg. In this case, being misled by the
metaphorical application of the word sjrfRes to wrarEey we
attribute the qualities of a real lotus to a fictitious thing,the
existence of which is quite hypothetical or unproved. Here
the qeraTar=Sg®ad is wrsfigea, because it distinguishes wrare-
fi==, the wey in this case, from other lotuses; and as sRfdex
itself is a real thing, the falsity of sysraref@eg must be due to
the non-existence of its =g z®, the wastaey, according to
the maxim, when a property predicated of a qualified thing
( fifdre ) cannot reside in the gqualified ( @drew ), it is attri-

bufed to the gualification (wfE TASrsy Ity @fErer gEEETw-

" guwmTATa ). In the present instance there is on the gey the
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non-existence of the gwrarss@gwud, that is, wafrga. An
wrerT or gar however may be eifgg in two ways, either by
being altogether non-existent, as in the above example, or °
by wanting the character of gagar, that is, EwraErymEce ete.
Take, for example, ¥ FWNEAY, ERTEHATTIETATAAT.
Here the g being identical with the wrewr ( gwamTasy ), the
argument is mere g, ‘proving whatisalready proved.’
As there is no {{rgwwra here, the way is wanting in the
essential character of wuram, and is therefore erfirg. Hence T.
D. remarks under the next section that according toancients

fagwrgs comes under syrsraTRy, while moderns regard it
as a separate {Jmzearra and-not a fallacy.

3. The second variety weun@s non-cxistence, is so called,
because in it the ¥g itself is erfers, ¢ e
The second kind. pon-existent on the gey; as inthe example
given in the text, the ¥g =rragwex does not
exist on grzg. Other examples of wwutftrg are =gt T@wury
gHTE, T2 It T, @IRFIRiAe Hasana, o grar-
gsqt fawritreara, in all of which it will be marked that the
g is non-existent on the wgay. Tt differs from AFaTiEg in
this, that in the latter the eirary is either false ornot a proper
qer, while in the former, both %¥g and sysyw may be real
things but there is no connection between them, or r‘mther

the negation of g, and not the ¥g, resides in the gqw. w=@®-

qrig has many sub-varieties, such as grgr®y, wnRE,
fASryorRg and @3rsarids, all of which ultimately resolve
into the general characteristic that the ¥g, asit is taken, is
non-existent on the ger. In this respect wwwurfg wmay be
said to be complimentary to gzarR=ix, weafauer and Fidy.
The three varieties of w=afi=s, as has been already shown,
turn on the existence or the non-existence of two of the five
reqmsfces of a ¥8g, namely wysrg<y and mm,;whﬂe
watager and iy are due to the neglect of the last two
‘requxsﬂ;es, {exwurt@g is due to the absence of the first and
the most 1mportant requisite, namely q-am 'Not that the
3g is unreal or non—emstent in itself, buf that it Jacks the
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essential character of ¥gar, namely wayaear. The real defi-
nition of a wrwarty therefore is BdN: werrafaeTw.

4. =TCTETIRE, Non-existent concomilance O  improper
limitation, is defined by Annambhatia as ‘a
The third kind. ~ mark which has a ( suppressed ) condition
(I9m®), thatis, which is true conditionally
only. T. K. and the older writers generally define it as
FTET=aTCqaT=STFRAT 29: ¢ a mark which is devoid of the
distinguishing attribute that is necessary to make it grew-
zarer.  When the &g, in the form in which it is given, is
not known to be invariably accompanied by the wrem, it is
not wregseT, that is, its syreger is erfrg or doubtful. Such
a ¥g is wanting in the proper =gTcwaTasYEEad, either by
excess when it is too generally stated, or by defect when
it is unnecessarily restricted by a limitation that might be
totally talse or superfluons. Any way the 3g is different
from what it ought to be, and its wregsgreaa is therefore
questionable. A wwuriesg Bg does not exist on the war;
while a sgreraTiirg is not inwariably associated with wveg.
In one the warwdar is vitiated ; in the other the =@ is
faulty. The stock example is gFar TEATT FTETRTLHATT
¢ the mountain is fiery because it has golden smoke.” Here
although mere yw is aE=arew, Frgawagw is not, for the
additional epithet makes it a different thing which is not
invariably associated with fire. In this example the syrey-
rTSeEE gW is Lot mere ywex but grgwwgygwe or rather
wregRaTe, which does not exigt on the ¥g; and hence ww is
ARG

5. So far there is not much difference of opinion, but an-

Difference  bel- cients and moderns are as usual divided as
ween ancients and 0 the exact scope of this fallacy. In the
moderns. above example, the epithet Fragawar is not
only superfluous, but makes the ¥g unrcal. Suppose how-
ever we have gRar argArd Mogwra. Here although the
adjective sfre is superfluous, it does not make the ¥g actually
false, and the argument will in spite of it be valid. Hence
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the moderns do not regard it as a case of Berur®w, but only
a fault of language, called zrfd®% ( tautology ). The ancients
however include the case under sgregesrfarg, because sHfroer,
being a needless limitation ofww,is as misleading as wraaaayey,
and cannot therefore be the proper =greoara<®z® 9w
The reason why this is regarded as sgregegrfrg fallacy by
the ancients appears to be that the addition of the qualifica-
tion frzey conveys by implication that unqualified wa is
not afgszyrey, and that it is the limitation Frgawa that

brings it within the pale of the =qn&. +r@er thus becomes
zgTegATsEEE which it really is not.

6. Now this «®1% of =y® may occur in two ways, either

) when the concomitance is not proved

;;v‘ %’J‘;tcz‘;’;czﬁginw owing to its non-observance in any other
place, or when it is actually proved to be

false owing to the presence of some Tgm® or condition.
Accordingly there are two varieties of syrewearfyg, (1) aredr-
Argsaiea: * not concomitant with grew;’ and (2) drarfas-
Freggaes: ¢ concomitant with grew only conditionally.” The

instance of the first is gr=z: qUrE: TATT | TUAAATOEF  TAT
gas, where the invariable concomitance of =g and erforses

is not proved. The cases of ®Frgamaym and Hfiggw would
also apparently come under this class, because there too the
sam® is not proved. The other variety is that of a conditional
=arre and is ordinarily known as drand® ¥g. The familiar
example of a FrqrfaF is ofdt gwara 98:, where =78 is not
ygwsgTeT absolutely, but becomes so only when we add the
condition erfywyAdai® wi@; that is, fire in general is not
invariably accompanied by smoke, but fire in contact with wet
fuel is. Hence the ¥g in this case, namely afg, is made greg-
sgrey only when we add to it the limitation srfeqwdaiaaTa.
The ¥g is too widely stated and requires to be restricted
to make the =qr@ true. In one sense this case is the
converse of wregaRagw. In that case the fallacy consisted in
the addition ofanunnecessary restriction,while in this, it con«
sists in the omission of'a necessary one.In both cases, however,
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the =aregarsede® is equally false, and hence the general defini-
tion of a =qTegaTiry applies to both.
7. After having comprehended what syregam@s really
is, the student will be in a position to
deﬁn’gﬁﬁbha”a’s understand and correctly estimate An=
nambhatta’s statement that a Frarigs Bg is
sqTeraTtag. Lhere is a difference of opinion as to the true
meaning of this statement. §. C. takes it as a definition of
EaTegETRg, but it will be seen from what has been said
above that §rarfre can properly be a definition of only one
kind of =qregam@s, and does not at all apply to instances
like Wt—;ﬁ On the other hand Nilakantha seems to
take the statement not as a definition, but asa reply to
those who class ¥rqrfas as a separate ¥ernwrw. The inter-
pretation of Nilakanthea would undoubtedly be preferable,
ag it saves the anthor from a palpable error; but there is
against it the unequivocal statement of T. D.~zqregem@eer
FAUHTE . WIATTIF zra@. WwWe have no choice therefore but
to agree with 8. C. in taking the sentence as a definition.
There are only two suppositions on which Annambhatia’s
definition can be reconciled with the general doctrine of
wregaEnae. Dither he included instances like wregmma-
yrra and srex: erfore: weara under Fyqnaw itself, or he
relegated them to some other head of Tmmwrw. Both sup-
positions are plausible and may be partly true. In the in-
ference, for example, sregt e7fOrE: Wwarax We can conceive of
an g such as T 9, Or sXaxaatie= §1d, 50 that
ether and other eternal things may not be arfers simply be-
cause they exist. Thus the ¥g wex will be Wauas. Simi-
larly we might regard sreagwagsrtg as an instance of sxwar-
&g, since, there being no such thing as Eragawayw in the ‘
world, the ¥g is non-existent on the wgaz. In this manner
we can perhaps justify Annambhatta’s definition; but the
fact that it is inconsistent with the express views of other
eminent authorities such as Gangesa, Raghundtha, and Vis-
vandthe is undenjable. On the other hand there is a
distinct school of writers who exclude even the {yra®
40 ‘



814 Tarka-Sahgraka. [ smoT. LVL

proper from the class of sng ¥g, and put it under gear®-
arys and their reasoning is very plausible. gqn®, they say,
vitiates sgn®, which in its turn destroys gxrast. squT is
therefore not a direct cause of srg@@afddy. IMT pro-
duces srfirare of san@, and that syfRy=ne obstructs the wg-
@&, <arfa therefore being sreuriag is not itself a ¥gdyy,
the real gy in all the Frarfds ®gs being the swf¥r=rx which
springs from gqm@. Hence WrarfaE is in fact only a spe-
cies of gwsgfw=re. The difference between this view and
the generally accepted opinion isthat the former includes
the grqrfers under w=wfyse because there is the =rfisw,
while the latter includes it under sgregefirg because there
is the =1/Rfe of =R

8. A question here arises as to what distinction can be

made between sqrarsre and R of sqrfy?

Asiddhi distin-  The distinction is important, because it is
guished from Vya- . .
bhichlra. . that on which the difference between a

TereEnEg and a grawer gsEsTedepends.
Apparently the two are identical, becanse both of them

denote the break of the invariable concomitance of grex and
2g. The distinction is rather nicely drawn, but it is real.
It is that sgfrsrre is positive while sgrewrerfife is negative.
sofa=rs is the canse which actually disturbs the invariabdle
concomitance; =xf@fy is only the absence of that concomitance.
srfarn is the cerfainty that the =avfy is false, en@f%r is the
uncertainty that it is real. =mR=x is therefore stronger
and more palpable, while wifarg@ occurs more frequently
in practice and is not easily detected. Instances often
occur in which we strongly suspect that the generalization
is imperfect, but we cannot positively say why it is so.
The example gr=g: e1fOie: wsarg is of this kind, for we can

neither say that syforser and g=x are associated, nor that
they are not. To take a common instance, both gravity and
elasticity being common properties of all matter are found in-
variably associated with each other; and yet we cannot say that
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one is sgrer of the other. The concluding remark of N. B.,
where this distinction is expressed in a peculiarly technical
language, though somewhat obscure, amonnts to the same
thing. T.D.’s dictum that in gramor there is an ersgfiy-
TRTAE, L. ¢. SR, While in sgregearfrg there is Rf¥re-
TR, isreally the same distinction expressed in a slight-
ly different way. In wgrgmoer we are assured of the non-
existence of syrW=rraTVTT, ¢. ¢. of the actual existence of
SN, while in o1f@g we are certain only of the non-exist-

ence of =q7fy, but cannot positively say whether there isau
actually =afirrRa =W

9. =gTegaT@E has been defined as Frarfys, but the mean-
ing of the latter phrase cannot be under-
Upéadhi. stood unless we know what an gor® is.
Fuaria® is a ¥g that istrue conditionally;
but what is a condition ? Etymologically the word gy is
interpreted by Udayanachirya as 3T wwqaiala drgara dHr-
wgTa @ anutaagaty:. It is a thing which imparts its own
property to another object placed in its vicinity, as a red
flower which makes the crystal placed over it look like a
ruby by imparting to it its own redness, not really but seem-~
ingly. TheAﬂower is therefore the gqr{¥. Similarly the all-
pervading Akdsa appears to have dimensions and form when
circumscribed in & jar, because the qf¥f®aex of its gqri¥ the
gz is for the time being imparted to it. Iqrg is therefore
the condition or the surrounding circumstances, individually
and collectively, which give a thing its distinctive cha~
racter for the time being, and make it look as it appears
to us. Although therefore a thing may generally belong
to a class, its specific character by which we usually
distinguish the thing from other species or individuals of
the same class is given to it by its gen&. Thus though
smoke may be generally said to be produced from fire, the
specific and immediate cause of its production is the pre-:
sence of wet fuel, for it is wet fuel that, when ignited, in-
variably gives out smoke. There is therefore an invariable
concomitance (sarra) between wet fuel and smoke, for the smoks
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being the immediate effect of wet fuel, cannot exist without
its cause, the wet fuel. In other words vy is emsfeqagatas=arey,
and srfeqaEarer is the =zargs of yw. It is not however a
general rule that wet fuel exists wherever there is fire, for
fire may exist on dry fuel or without any fuel at all, asina
red-hot iron ball. Therefore =rE=qaqayv is8 not the =yms
of arg. Thus ATEeqaET e, which is the =iy of gw, that
is, the invariable condit/on on which the production of smoke
depends, may be described as g@=TTIFR W] TETATIF:, that
is, it is more extensive than 7w and less extensive than .
It is intermediate between the two, and is in fact the differ-
ence by which the range of wm is smaller than the range of
Tfg. 1f we take the figure on p. 2806 it will correspond to the
gnomen BEKG, which added to the smaller square of smoke
malkes the larger one representing fire. When thercfore we
reason gsdar THATT, Fg:, this Iqriy invariable checks us. For
if this syllogism is valid, s being the wmrexr must be the
=qr9e of the 3g =(F. But swisgagynr is already shown to
be the =gro® of wgms o Jjortiori wwmsegwddnr, must be
the =qras of arg. It is however shown to be the ay=yrqs
of a1g. The same thing thus becomes both =zgrgs and
wr=gTeF of B, which is absurd. Hence the inference uddr
JHETE 95: canuot be valid, that is, the g 18 is not a w3y

but a F=TVTH-

We can deduce the same conclusion by direct reasoning.
SFTEE is the sgraw of g and (g is the zgraw of the
g, A fortiori arg is always the srrag of g%, and can never
be a proper &g for inferring the wm, siuce a ¥g must be
always the sgreg of its e A syllogism therefore,having g
for its qrer, and a3 for its ¥g or |y isrendered invalid on
account of the presence of the gurfyy, i. 6. swdeawaanT, which
being gareas and sgsaTeE may by expressed by the general
formula, greg=aTuEd |fF |rassares:. Thisis in fact the de-

- tinition of gqn& given by Annambhatta, a definition which
he has borrowed from Udayandchérya. In a valid syllo-

gism, guch as ofdy @A gAry, there is no such gurfa
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because there zfg and gy being wrewr and wryw respectively
ATEFIaEa is not grersgraE and graarsaree. The defini-
tions of wrewsaTaEer and wroAT=TIE given in the text are
easily understood. The first is the quality of never being
the gfagrfar of any absolute negation co-existing with the grex,
or more shortly, the property of never being absent where
the wrew is present. The second of course is just the opposite
of this. :

10. T. D. notices four kinds of gun®:—(1) that which co-
vers the grer adsolutely, that is, universal
U;’g;;i. kinds of 1y (2) that which covers it only in that-
form in which it exists on the gar; (3) that
which covers it only when it is associated with wrga; and
lastly (4) that which exists in the wrexr independently. s-
sqadanr 1s an instance of the first kind, because it co-exists
with smoke everywhere: An instance of the second kind is
ggawas< (manifested colour ) in the inference wrg: warar:
TATTEqSTISITATE, because WeTsTeqsiisaa co-eXists with gey-
sqar only when it is accompanied by sgawwa<s. But this
SFTARIT is not a necessary condition for gegayey of all kinds
since it does not exist in grawwEsy. TFAGIT I8 necessary
for only that kind of wegex which is pogéible in the case of a
thing like air, that is, the gegar of external objects, Hence
gawrTer is an gary for sRgsagarare only, that is, geayerey
as limited by a property ( sfgsaes ) residing in the gar, viz.
L.

The third is still more complex. In the instance st
faarsft wegearg,  wiger is the gurfy becanse the =m®,
gae+d gatganar 18 true of wrx things only, and requires
to be limited by the gualification w=& w@. wrae is a
necessary condition for a thing being =tfdar, only when
the thing is a product, since wrarwrra though not a wraTeg is
both srerer and sf¥eg. wraey is therefore the gy of the
srfsga of products, not of non-products, that is, it is wegaT-
giepaTgcaa=aTys. Butin the above instance wegex being
the wraa, and sudrae the wred, WA is RIVATERESAETEATIE-
Nilakantha here reads gwrarar Ravaft s=gearg, thus making
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gy instead of i the gar of the syllogism, and adds the

remark 1 FETEd TATAT T FUTANA  QIAATT ST ARTETATIE A -
TfEggeras. But this appears to be wrong, for the syllogism,

as put by Nilakantha, will be an instance of wream@g where

3g does not exist on the g, and not of Frqrfa® or =icgear-

f&rg. The appended comment is also incorrect, because the

Farfir here is graaraezaaTegsaas Lot because SFegex is not

a qaras, but because the gurfy itself cannot be a gapys.

Another instance of this kind of gap® is wmielt HITaAT:

TATHS, ATATTATE , THFTa"gaq ‘the unborn son of the woman

named Mitrd is dark-coloured, because he is a son of Mitrd,

like his elder brothers. Here syreqrastey is an gqrie becanse
the dark colour is found only in those sons of Mitré who

were born when their mother had eaten only vegetables and

not ghee. Other sons of Mifrd born after eating ghee are

not dark-coloured, while eating of vegetables is not known
to produce dark colour anywhere except in Mitrd’s sons.

The fourth kind of gqrfd is greawrar fAarsft a&wgeara, where
igex 1s Iqify because only those knowable things that are
araey ( and not segeanar ) are destructible. But again wraey
is a condition for wifferex only when the thing is a product;
that is, it is the garfa of weraTaSz=TAcas, Wwhere ey
being neither the graa nor o gy is an a-a;ra'raqq Hence
in this case the ¥ is ggreiagaa=Fa.” .

Secr. LVIIL, smfSa:

A reason is false where the negation of the thing io be
proved is established by another proof, e. g. fire is cold as it
is substance. Here coldness is the thing to be proved, and
its negation is hotness whick is cognized by touck-perception.
Hence it is futile.

1. The special characteristic of arf¥a has been alresdy ex-
plained in distinguishing it from gerfdqar. T
Annambhatta defines it as ‘a 3g designed
to prove 2 gred, the nega.tmn of which is

* For a fuller explanatxou of the doctrine of ¥ see B. P 137—9
and 8. M. luc. ¢it. cale. ed .pp. 123-5. See also Appendix A to this edition,
T 8ee Note under Sec. 54 p. 307 Supra,

Absurd or Contra-
dicted reason.
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ascertained by another and presumably a more anthoritative
proof 3’ for if the other proof is not stronger, it will not
prevail and the first g will not be arfem or contradicted.
Annambhatia’s definition of syfirg is in conformity with
the opinion of the ancient school that the knowledge of the
qregTT obtained by the other proof must be a certain and
right knowledge ( sutens ). Raghundtha Siromani and other
moderns, however, think that it need not be gaesmes. Goangesa’s
definition wfEAETETAETAIET Trida:, of which Annam-
bhatta’'s definition is only a paraphrase, is simple and toler-
ably correct; but it requires one important qualification,
viZ. FFATST A, in order to prevent it from applying in the
case of an srqrewafR w¥. Thus when we say sREIrTaayd
. g&Te, the same qey gar will have the wrew 7. ¢. wgysrin oue
part (srTETE=2ew), and g in another part (wgm=33+);
and yet the inference will not be srf¥a. It is therefore de-
clared that in srfig the ascertainment of wgrerrwry must be |
with respect to the whole gey, and not a part of it omly. ..
The complete definition therefore is gerfEmmRewaTeERITa-
ara. The varieties of this qrfyg are enumerated, according
as the thing apprehended by the other proof is ger, or greg-
fadi(, or &g, and according as the other proof is wapar,
STGHTH, STATA, OF Free. ™

2. It may be remarked by the by that there exists much

confusion as to the correct reading of

Correct reading. wqratewegeyor, among different copies and

commentators, probably owing to the

doubt whether there can be a sqrstaaeasy of gsurey ; but there

ought to be no reasonable doubt on the point after what
has been already said as to the perception of qualities.t

¢

3. The five “fallacious reasons’ having been explained,
we may now take a brief survey of all of
them together, in order to understand, if
possible, what general principle underlies
the clagsification given in the text, and with what limita-

A classification
of the fallacies.

* BhimAchirya : Nydya-kode, 2nd ed. p. 554.
+ See Note 2 under Sec. 43 p. 222 Sypra,
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tions it is to be accepted. In the first place, even a cursory
glance will show that the five gegTargs do not exhaust all
the kinds of fallacies that are liable to be committed in the
course of reasoning. They are professedly Fearwras only,
that is, fallacies of the ¥g or middle term of the syllogism,
But our daily experience shows that the other terms, the
major and the minor are equally capable of hiding fallacies
of their own, even though the middle be faultless. The two
Tlicit Processes of major and minor in Knglish logic are
distinctly fallacies of this latter kind. Again there are other
fallacies which are as it were extra-logical, and which can-
not be said to belong to particular terms, either because a
premise is false in fact though correct in form as ina
Petitio Principii, or because the argument is totally irrele-
vant, as in an Ignoratio Elenchi. What place is provided
for these in Sanskrit logic? Or is it that they were not re-
garded as fallacies in India? The latter case is certainly
not posible, for an argument once invalid is invalid wher-
ever you go. So that either these fallacies must be includ-
ed in some one or other of the five classes of ¥eqrarg men-
tioned above, or that there must be a separate group or
groups of fallacies not allnded to by Annamblatta. A
perusal of the standard works on Nydya shows that both
surmises are partially true. Like the Tarurgs some writers
treat of other kinds of stryrars also, such as a qarrarre and a
FETFATATE, Which are as much fallacies as the ¥emrgs, and
many of which have their exact equivalents in English
logic. And that is just as it should be, for if the 3g is
liable to be mis-conceived and mis-stated, so are the wgay,
the grey and the ggreg. Many of these siwrars and especially
those of zureg are cnumerated in old works.* Again Gotama
mentions numercusfriiacies of argument nnder the two heads
of Jrfer and fAgzears, of which the ¥mryras form only a sub-
division. Apart from these there are found in practice many

# See for instances of these Nydya-Bindu Tika, Bibl. Ind. p. 91 et. seq.
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complex cases of bad reasoning such as w=frearary, ITTEAT
and sws®x. Strictly speaking therefore the so-called Farmas
mentioned in Nydye manuals form only a part of the possi-
ble fallacies.

4. A little consideration however will show that all the
varieties of sy can be reduced to a geaT-

dufgglf;algg“'iz Ro 158 .A fa}lacy, in. whatever part. of the
bhasas syllogism it may lie, can by stating the
syllogism in a logical form be reduced to

some improper use of the middle term in one or both the
premises. The middle term, being the link which connects
the subject and the predicate of the conclusion, determines
in fact the character of the whole syllogism; and so if the
latter is invalid the invalidity must in one way or another
arise from some defect in the connecting link. Not that
other parts of the syllogism may not be faulty, but the
faults can, by re-stating the syllogism in a suitable form,
be transferred to the middle term. This is rendered much
easier in the Sanskrit syllogism than in the English, owing
to the peculiar form of the former. The chief thing re-
quired for a valid ergf&@ in Sanskrit is a correct qoras and
4 qITHST which is composed of three constituent elements,
gaTaT, gerasar and sarfR, is correct only when its three com-
ponents are fanltless. Hence all the faults of a syllogism
must belong to some one of these three things. When the
fault lies in the garwawfar or ¥garm, it is of course 2 BETIE
proper. The fault lies in qevaw only when the gy or minor term
is a totally unreal thing, such as wrarerRey, or When itisa
thing on which the ¥g does not reside. Either way the ¥g
or middle term cannot be predicated of the minor, and the
two cases fall under srsrafrg and wean@g respectively.
A third case oceurs in English logic, namely that of Zilicit
Process of minor in which the term is undistributed in the
premise, though distributed in the conclusion. But this
case is not possible in the Sanskrit syllogism, because there,
as has been already pointed out,* the gar or minor term is

# See Note on p, 274, Supra,
41
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always universal. The minor premise, 7. e. the TgaTF, be-
ing always in the universal affirmative, the minor term is
never undistributed in the premise. Lastly when the fault
lies in the =i, it can always be traced to a sqfr=Ra or a
ST -

5. Leaving aside all material or non-Logical fallacies
which are ultimately reducible to some
fault in the =q1(®, the strictly Logical or
formal fallacies recognized by Kuropean
logicians fall under four heads, 1. Undistributed middle, 2.
the two Illicit Processes ( of major and minor ), 3. Negative
premises for affirmative conclusion and wice versa, and 4.
four or wore terms*. Now the first of these expressly per-
tains to the middle term, while the J[ilici¢ Processes have
been shown to be impossible in Sanskrit. The Iilicit major
is impossible, because if the major term is to be distributed
in the conclusion, the conclusion must be negative; but a
negative conclusion is inadmissible in Nydya logic. An
Lllicit Minor would require an undistributed minor term in
the premise which is also impossible in Sanskrit. The
other two kindsareresolvable into Ambiguous Middle. All the
Semi-Logical fallacies also come under Ambiguous 2iddle. So
all possible fallacies are reduced to three classes, non-
logical fallacies coming under =griRary, the Undistributed
Middle and the Ambiquous Middle. Of these the Undistri-
buted Middle is not possible in Sangkrit, as the sgrfg=Ter
which corresponds to the major premise is always in the
form of a universal proposition, and must have a universal
middle for its subject. But more of this later. The Ambigu~
ous Middle is nothing more thin an sifyg or sfaEg Bge
Thus we see that all fallacies are ultimately reducible to

some defect in the ¥g or middle term. The same can be
shown to hold good in the English syllogism if all the
moods, are reduced to the only valid and proper mood,
Barbara.

Fallacies in Eu-
ropean Logic.

* Whately: Llements of Logic, Bk. III, § 2.
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6. Nowletusconsider the fallacies mentioned in the older

) ) works on Nydya, which do not apparently
f;“ii“g}ffﬂi’}f;”“ belong to the ¥g. The twenty-four wm&s
mentioned by Gotama*® are nothing more

than arguments based on false analogy or false distinction,
and can be easily reduced to Femrurg. Of the twenty-two
fAargearas or points where an adversary can be caught or
defeated, some, like wyaieax, gaw® ond @IgE are merely
tricks usually resorted to by a disputant inorder to confound
hisTival, and which his rival is therefore taught to expose
at once. Others like sr@srarel, sragwryor, srarawr and gf-
garsataeror are only possible in long-continued controversies,
and have nothing to do with the syllogism. They are dia-
lectical lapses rather than fallacies of a particular argu-
ment, and belong therefore to the province of Rhetoric, not
Logic. Only seven of these twenty-two ‘catching points,’ viz.
TRATENR, TR TRFEAUT, TAREAT,  JeEwal, AT-
Rrgrea and FaraTd, can have any pretentions to be called
logical fallacies. Of these the first four and the last but one
are manifestly cases where the disputant is inconsistent with
himself, and his conclusion does not therefore follow from
his premises. Fegear occurs where he employs one ¥g in
g@mq:zr and another in the =gm@. All these are cases of
-qﬁra'ﬁa'%g The fallacies proper are therefore included in
the last forsreeerra, named gerwra. Similarly it can be shown
that there can be no qaTwTH O TTHATWTE OF FHT-ATHTH apart
from the ¥eqrwre. qarrar® or a misleading minor falls under
AATG - STt or false generalization is nothing but a
sRrafRE or efdg sam®, and is included in wRETFa® or
TG, EeATHTH - FETATHTE also fallsunder the same, as it
is not a gy in itself, but acts by vitiating the sqr(@. If wesay
e TEIsuRETE g29q, the example wE is a FEATVTE,
becanse neither g nor |y« exists on gz. Again, if we say
TMEATME  GEEr ACUIHETEEAIgeTaq, the TowTgEY is a
FeTeaTTE because yEn@w=a being doubtful in the man pass-

¥G.8, V,I,1;and T. D. p. 64,
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ing in the street, the gerey is not fAEaaanegara. All such
cases of false or doubtful instances give rise to srRaRasan®
and go under w¥=wra® Or ®g. There are some miscellane-
ous fallacies such as wraaraiaty, arearafavyg etc. which are
srfarg ¥gs under different names. Lastly the complex fallacies
known as sr=deuTeT, orgeat and szpF  are only series of
two or more invalid syllogisms. In this way the five Beruras
named in the text can be shown to include all the possible
cases of fallacious arguments.

7. The narrowing down of the circle of fallacies to the

single head of 3gary has the greatadvan-

, ’g’he a?};o%tgf;s SOZJf tage of facilitating their detection. In the
ﬁcﬁ?éfz. English syllogism you have first to examine
all the three terms separately, then the

form of each premise, and then the material truth of
the major premise. In Sanskrit you have only to look to a
single term, namely the ¥g, and see whether it possesses all
the five requisites of a good ®g. If it lacks any one of them
you can at once pronounce that the argument isinvalid.
Then find out which requisite is wanting. If qorawer is

absent, the fallacy iseither srsran@w or wearag. If
werasT 1s wanting, it is srgraTRer or WgHEIR. If Rugewe®
is not found, it is wrarURETFaE or sTWaTRE. In
fwg the sgr@ is  just the opposite of that assumed, and
hence you will find both waqeraex and fFys=argi® not only
absent, but actually reversed, that is, you will find
wersriw and Agerg<y. The last two Feavwras are only
special cages of false or imperfect generalization. Of these
varieties the two that are most insidious and occur most fre-
quently in practice are grawerand syreraT@s; and as these are
cauged by incorrect generalization, you have onlyto state the
=R in the form already provided gogawe or a5 ax—aT a>
and then see whether the sapi@ as stated is warranted by ex-
perience. If it is not, it is syfr=Ra and the syllogism is in-
valid. Inthe Aristotelian syllogism the multiplication of
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figures and moods only breeds confusion and makes the de-
tection of fallacies often difficult. The Naiydyikas, profiting
by the vast resources of the Sanskrit language, have con-
siderably minimized this difficulty by providinga single form
of syllogism which is both the simplest and the most elas-
tic at the same time. It is capable of conveying even the
most complex ideas in the fewest words possible. For ex-
ample nothing is more difficult in English than to odvert a
proposition, that is, to change an affirmative into negative
and vice verse; and yet in Sanskrit you can do this
at once by simply adding sy to the word. This has
enabled the Naiydyikas to dispense with all negative moods
and thus reduce the syllogism to the single form Barbara.*
They have thereby avoided all fallacies arising from non-
distribution of terms. In this way they have narrowed the
circle of formal fallacies to the single case of ¢ ambiguous’
middle,” and reduced all material fallacies to a =rfRrgRa or
8. It is a useful exercise to convert the Aristotelian and
the Sanskrit syllogisms into each other.
Conversion of Nai-  They have each their special characteris-
yayika and Aristo- .
telian syllogisms. ~ tics, and allowance must be made for
them before an English syllogism is con-
verted into Sanskrit or vice versa. The principal rule of
conversion is, always reduce an English syllogism to the
form Barbara before converting it into Sanskrit, and that
conversely when a Sangkrit sgrr is to be put into an English
garb, make such modifications as are necessary to put it in
the most natural form sanctioned by the rules of English
logic. In a valid argument the rule may be sometimes
ignored without much inconvenience, but when the argu-
ment is fallacious, its neglect is likely to mislead the stu-

dent by making the detection of fallacies difficult. The most
striking difference between English and Sanskrit logic
is the absence in the latter of any distinction correspond-
ing to the jformal and material fallacies, or as Aristotle

¥ Vide Note p. 274, Supra.
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termed them, fallacies in dictione ( in form ) and those extra
dictionem (outside-form). The reason of this has been already
explained. The form ofthe Sanskrit syllogism is so strict and
circamscribed that an argument put into it is at once reduced
to a mere mathematical equation. The chance of any fallacy
lurking in words is therefore reduced to a minimum. Wha-
tely divides the formal fallacies into two groups, one of
purely logical, comprising the two Illicit processes and the
Undistributed middle, and the other of Ambiguous middle,
called semi-logical. We have seen that fallacies of the first
group are totally absent in Sanskrit since they are strictly
formal. The semi-formal or semi-logical fallacy of ambiguous
middle is found, exactly because it is partly material ; and
even that, when stated in Sanskrit, assumes the character
of a material fallacy, namely ®rqrid®ag. The ambiguity of
the middle term becomes the gyn® in Sanskrit, and when
once that gqm¥ is ascertained, we immediately know that the
=R 18 sgfy=riRa, which is a material fallacy. Not that no
JSormal fallacies are possible in Sanskrit. There are some of
them of the kind known in English as the fallacy of four terms
or paronymous terms ; but when analysed they are reduced to
either weuTiig Or sATETATRS-

9. Now we shall illustrate our remarks by afew examples:—
I. Take, an Iilicit Process of Major:
fpplee o9 Whatever is universally believed is true ;
(od’s existence is not universally believed;
.. It is not true.
Or stated more simply:—
All universally-believed things are true ;
God’s existence is not a universally-believed thing ;
.. God’s existence is not true.

This is an invalid mood (A E E ) of the first figure and
the major term ‘true’ is distributed in the conclusion but un-



§80Ts LVIL ] Notes. 321

distributed in the premise. As we must have all affirmative
propositions in Sanskrit, obvert the minor premise and the
conclusion in the above ; so we have:—

All universally believed things are true;
God’s existence is a not-universally-believed thing;
.. God’s existence is a not-true ( untrue ) thing.
Translated into Sanskrit this will run:—
EHATHTTATATOR |
ARITCTE AT, OF FHARTZT AT |
IY IT FAQRIETAE qF TATOAH THT TS |
Here it will be seen that the =g is not proper because
the two terms in it do not correspond to gg and ey, But
the general proposition is true; hence its correct =q@¥®
will be o= Tareatord ax oy wAoRIAFaTITT:; that is, e
warorer which is the grer in the syllogism here is gafqfas-
AATNTATH 4 €. graa=g1ey. Thus the ¥g in this syllogism
is the =ara® of wrew and not |rewsgrew, as it always isin
a valid syllogism ; hence it is |rarfy® or =yregam@g. Or
after translating the syllogism into Sanskrit, we may supply
o zgmR of our own that will suit it, namely gz a3 a—iqﬁ:;fg"r-
AFTTATICAATAROTR,  T9T  Fgiwwa. Here if we had any

EagEerea where the¥g (sr@aqitagiass) co-existed for certain
with the grearamy ( wamorex ), the fallacy whould have been

Frareor.  Now the =gfays of this latter =am® is g3 o3 gam-
& qa waaeIdiaea®, which when retranslated into English
becomes : ¢ All true things are universally believed ’; but

this is not the true converse of the major premise already
given, and hence it isfalse. Thus an Illicit process of major

in English becomes syreratfirg in Sanskrit ; while a sgreg-
ATRE, when converted into English, will be either an
Lllicit major or a material fallacy, named by Whately the
Fallacy of undue assumption.

II. Take now an example of an ¢¢ ambiguous middle.”
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All angles of a triangle are equal to two right angles;

A B C is an angle of a triangle ;
.. A B C is equal to two right angles.

This is called a Fallacy of Division and Composition, be-
cause the middle term, ‘angles of a triangle’ is taken collec-
tively in the major and distributively in the minor premise.

In Sansgkrit it will be :—

AT RO FHABOEA? |
AP rorRera®ToreTa |
T I Ry FIorE FEAETOTAT: |

This is wreurirs, and the fallacy at once appears by ex-
pressing the =arig correctly, o= o= fAFroRIaFH G ELTTA qF
BanswrERa®. The real gregsarey 3g is not “gior simply but
“FroggaTa, which does not exist on the gey; hence the %g is
weaTEg. Or you can say that the real ¥g is EFrorRuasr-
UIFTAT, Which is not wrewzarer; and then the fallacy will
be srETHTTOT.

III. Take another example of an ambiguous middle,”

called Fallacia accidentis or Fallacia a dicto secundum
quid ad dictum simpliciter:—
What is bought in the market is eaten;
Raw meat is bought in the market;
Baw meat is eaten.,
Which converted into Sangkrit becomes:—
e wegotrre |
SATIOTEH (AT, |
TAFTAUTATE ATFLAVIT |
Here the g is @varfa® and the sqn@ is incorrect because
there is an implied condition werwevasr wf@. In the orig-
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inal, the middle term, ‘a thing bought inthe market’ implies
in the major prewmise ¢ as to its substance only,”” in the
minor “‘as to itscondition and circumstances.”’ Itis therefore
ambiguous.

IV. Take this argument in a cirele:—
Every rule has exceptions;
This is a rules
*. This rule ( viz. that every rule has exceptions)

has exceptions.

.. Some rules have no exceptions.
In Sanskrit it will be:—
‘RrreraTs SRR ferdT s
fagwET )
a3 X fAgas ax ax safaaiRa |

This is grareer because there is no {@qayzerea on Wwhich
both wrew and |rgw are known to be absent.

V. Tuake another case of an Ambiguous middle.
Water is liquid;
Ice is waters

. Ice is liquid.
This equa.ls to:—

& sEeT
HSFAT |
TTHAT AEETET T WG |

This is also o, for we know that s&frrer resides on
the fauer wTHE Where there is no gex.
VI. Take this syllogism in the third figure:—

All books are lable to err;
42
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All books are human productions;
.*. All human productions are liable to err.

Here the conclusion is right but it does not follow from
the premises, the only legitimate conclusion from them
being *Some human productions etc.,” whenit will be Darapti
in the Third Figure. The fallacy is Z{licit Minor. Translated
into Sanskrit, the above syllogism will be:—

ATATHIAATS TATETEA |
TEAFET |
qF T GEAFA AT TF TAFTEAH |

This is clearly wrrfasg.

VII. Lastly take this stock instance of Undistributed
Middle:—

" All is not gold that glitters;
(tlass glitters;
.. Glass is not gold.
= Some things that glitter are not gold;
Glass is a thing that glitters;
.. Glass is not gold.
= Fr=T T IO |
asnEerg |
T IF AARTH OF AT FIEATATTS TUT HH |
Here the =a7i& is sgf¥r=rila, because there is no @qarzereg ou
which gsfegex is absent, and hence the fallacy is @rarTor.

1U. To convert a Sanskrit syllogism into English is much
easier because there you have the argument
Ezxamples of Sans- . . .
krit Syllogisms. already put into a syllogistic form.

1. Thus take for example:—

ITAT TERTSTRE FHST )
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et )
T 97 (39T QWISTHET ATAET

This is Frqriys with Rfyga s e, and will become
in English :—
Animal-killing is sinfal ;
A sacrifice is killing of an animal;
.. A sacrifice is sinful.

Here if you insert ‘all’ before the subject in the major
premise, it becomes false, and the fallacy is that of undue
assumption; or the word ¢killing’ may be said to be used
in two different senses in the major and méinor premises, when
it is ¢ ambiguous middle ’ or ‘the fallacy of four terms.” If
you do not insert ‘all’ in the major premise, thenit is a
fallacy of Undisiributed middle.

II. Or take an srTyTROT-V=T(RAFTT = —
Haegi ATREg |
TONEATATE |
T ATOMEHAFITI |

Which in English is equal to:—

All living things have motion;
Our body is a living thing;
.".Our body has motion.

Here the major term is not distributed in the premise,
and hence the fallacy is an Illicit process of major. The
illustrations given in this as well as in the last preceding
note will show that no hard and fast rule can be laid down
as to the correspondence of any ¥egrwr@ With any particular
English fallacy or wice versa. It is the mode of conversion
that determines them, and cases often occur in which the
same Fmpuyrg Wwhen converted differently gives different
fallacies.
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Sgor. LVIIL suarasy.

Comparison is the immediate Cause of Analogy. Analogy is
the knowledge of the commection of a mame with the object
denoted by it. The knowledge of similarity is its proximate
Cause. The recollection of an authoritative direction s the
intermediate operation.

1. The third kind of proof is Comparison which is ¢ the

immediate cause of the apprekension srg-
ﬁmi‘;ﬁby and Com- ) known as Analogy. > Analogy is de-

fined as ‘the knowledge of the relation ex-
isting between a name ( @gv-sragad ) and the thing denoted
by it ( dsfi-sraaqgarsa: ). The immediate cause of this is the
knowledge of the similarity of srgr with =iy, which is there-
fore called gawrer- The process of acquiring this i@y may
be described thus: A man who has never seen a gayal, nor
knows what it is like, is told by some forester ( who being
daily familiar with gayals is swe ¢ worthy to be believed ”)
that a gayal ( Bos Gaveas ) is like a cow. He then goes to a
forest and there seesa strange animal unknown to him before.
He then perceives in that animal some resemblance to the
cow which of course he knows full well. The perception
of this similarity with the cow reminds him of the former
direction ( srfagwrarsa ) of the forester that a gayal is like
a cow. Then, combining this reminiscence with his actual
perceptive knowledge of similarity between the cow and
the new animal, he at last concludes that the animal which
he sees before him is a gayal. This last cognition namely
« This is a gayal 7’ is the gqfafy, for it is a knowledge of
the denotative relation of the word gayal with the object
perceived. ¢ Thisis a gayal ( wg wag:) 7 means * This
object bears the name, or is denoted by the name gayal
( o1 srgmq=ET=a: ), that is, there exists between this
object and the word gayal the relation of denotation ( Frsa-
araewrT )- This relation s the wsrreh@idsy, and the know-
ledge of it is gqfafa. Two previous cognitions are required
to produce this gufafy, namely, the verbal knowledge of
the forester’s direction ( syf@srareareistta ) and the actnal
perception of the resemblance to the cow that was existing
in the animal gayal. ' '
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2. Both these previous cognitions are indispensible to a
valid analogy ; but the question still re-
mains which of these is the gvor of SRR,
and which is wgsrR®, that is, which is
more immediate, and which is only accessory. The ancient
and the modern schools of Naiydyikas are diametricaily op-
posed on this point; the former, ¢. e. the ancients, regard
AfagsraTFaTdTT as the gvor and wreggsTa o wgFTR, Wwhile
the moderns prefer just the opposite view. The recollec-
tion of the srf@&graregrel is of course the =gy according
to both. Ammambiatta here evidently accepts the view of
the moderns, for he expressly says that the sz, 7. e
the stgafag-MrarzsagaeT, is the gxor of suf@@. He does
not however seem to follow the moderns in taking the exact
form of the gqi@fe to be wadr swwazarsy:, and not =y or
oY sragaearey: the difference between the two being that
the second cognition would inform him that the particular
object alone is denoted gayal, while the first conveys that
the whole class of which that object is an individual is
denoted by the name gayal. Visvandtha, who isa modern
in toto, says ¥ @Y VATUZATET THT(A(A: | AITTAL WiHTET-
wEgEga.” Although the wyur of gofrfe is declared to be
the wrezgzma, it is not the sole oy, for an gwE® may
arise even from a knowledge of dissimilarity or a mere pecu-
liarity. Hence S. C. divides gaare ( SqrRTa®Iow ) into three
kinds : aFw &fFaw | gremERefoesad, aErmRorg-
frsrefvenrd, IyEEReuenE . IauE is of three
kinds, viz. the knowledge of an amimal possessing (1) a
similarity, ( 2 ) a peculiar property or ( 3) a dissimilarity.’
e wg: is an example of the first kind; that of the

second is wTRrFTEEIEAg: wyww: (a rhinoceros has one
horn adorning its nose ); the example of a dissimilarity
would be gt ArsaTEacanTAgEEEdiaydT: (a camel does
not possess a level back and short neck like a horse ). The
word grz=y in the text is therefore to be taken as illus-
trative ( gumarer) of the other two.

The proximate
cause of Upamiti.

* S, M. Calc. ed, p. 78.



334 Tarka-Satgraka. [ sEOT. LVIIL

3. In accepting gymra and zrsz as independent proofs

Annambhatte follows Gotama. The Vai-

eﬁéﬁ%ﬁfﬁ'}?ﬁo‘}f’ Seshikas as well as the Sdnkhyas do not

accept ggara as a separate proof. They

include it under. sigmrer. Vdchaspati explains this view

thus : sgarsEl STEEITET TTIF (@ TTT: QAGATART | TSR

AT TT TG TISTR IS TTITAL AT ATH | TAT AT -

AT | 9gFIA AT AT ALY S1a qaEaT TOIE T avATAAG-
ATART

The Naiydyika’s reply to this argument may be given in
Nitakantha’s words:-FHEERg TSIT=T@ATTRTEIANE AT -
TEATTAEAATIIR(ARATAT ATTHATA THTOATHATG: | AT=wed, qTE-
FEATRUNG qaaaaTaaigaaragarg | The sgam as
framed by the Vaiseshikas would be et oy wagqaar=q: |
WERTATE | I I MWD aF TaTyzarsqa | But our daily
experience tells us that such a sgr® is not necessarily true,
nor is it essential for the knowledge that a certain word
denotes a certain object. Hence gaare is different from sygwre.
The fact is that the concepts derived from analogy are
generally approximate or tentative only, not positive like
those of perception or inference. They are very useful
in practical life, and a distinct proof must be assumed to
account for them. Udayandchdrya from whom Annambhatta
has borrowed his definition of gvfirf@ has made this clar
in the following verse in Kusumdnjoli :—

FEIPET qiReeg: WFTAT: FIAT €8 )
T TECETETATGIATARS fags Ut

‘The certain knowledge (qR<iz) of FxrafErdary is regard-
ed as the result of an independent proof swmra, because it
cannot be obtained by any other known proof such as Per-
ception. .

Seer. LIX, zreg:

Word is a sentence spoken by an authority. Authority is a
person who speaks iruth. Senience is a group of words, e. g.
bring a cow. Word is a thing having power (of conveying
meaning ). Power is a convention made by God that certain
sense be understood from certain word.

* Sdankhya-Tat-K. p. 278.
1 Kus., Cowell’s Ed. I1I, 8. and 31.
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1. The author now proceeds to the fourth proof, Word.
Itisdefined as ‘‘the sentence or proposition
of (uttered by ) a credible or authorita-
tive person.” An ‘authoritative person’ (ems) again is “he
who speaks the truth.”” Trath ( TAIT = qATTATSH: ) is ¢ an
object as it exists in reality.”” The verbal knowledge (Frr=g=ra)
of truth is the representation of a thing just as it exists. A
proposition ( grsx ) which conveys such true verbal lnowleage
is werreia=Ia, and he who asserts such a proposition is geure-
a7 Or aw. V- V. therefore defines an omy as gEaareaTd-
ByrsrardaeEs @ TEared T, * he who conveys a
meaning ( greq§ ), that is the subject of a true verbal
knowledge concerning the sense of the sentence uttered; that
is, a person is swrg when the words spoken by him convey
TATTET=ad, and a syregaye is gyt when it accords com-
pletely with the externalreality of things.These definitions of
wire and goTsf are very characteristic because they clearly
show that according to Naiydyikas the ultimate test of the
truth of verdal knowledge was not the authority attaching
to the speaker himself, but the fact of his words being in
harmony with the reality of things. Having defined an s,
the author defines a gty as ““a collocation of wordssuch as,
‘Bring a cow,” ”’ while a word is “that which possesses the
power (Frfwe) of coveying a meaning.”’

2. These definitions of a Freer and a yz are very impor-

tant, because they embody a particular
Mg'nfzbgm%y&%eo%g thcory .of mﬁq which distinguishes
of verbal knowledge. the Naiydyikas from other schools, and

which has become the subject of several
interminable controversies. The Naiydyikas, are on this point
particularly opposed to the Mimdnmsakas who hold the doc-
trine of yaTATAFIATITRIE arfess, While the Naiydyikas maintain
the contrary view, qgrata~aa oF ;.

3. The Mimdomss theory of the import of propositious is
rather complicated. Along with the gram-
marians they hold that the verb isthe prin-
cipal word in a proposition (sreaTasyaT=
qTFd), because it is the verl that forms the copula as it were
to connect 3 number of words into a sentence. It one only says

Word.

The two theories
contrasted.
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g qTaEw, we can make nothing out of those disconnected
words ; but as soon as the verb s=m® is added, the whole
forms a connected proposition conveying the idea of Deva-
dacta’s motion to the town. The idea of motion isthe chief
significance of the sentence, the word 3=raw and grer simply
serving to specify and define as it were that motion. =z
denotes ¢ motion ’ in general; the addition of Fzzw limits
the sense to the motion of a particular individual, while the
turther addition of gy still more restricts this limited mo-
tion of an individual to one in a particular direction and
towards a particular place. The whole sentence thus means
YT AEIF—ITHEAF —TRA(HYT, 10 Which fgris the @fer
while the other two expressions simply act as limiting
qualifications. All the words of a sentence are interdepen-
dent;because the predicate is too vague and general to convey
any sense unless otherwise determined, while the substan-
tives and other words are merely subordinate members of
the sentence. By themselves the words of a sentence import
nothing, but placed in‘the sentence they denote the gt as
happening in a particular thing. Thus wa alone signifies no-
thing, but when we join gz with straar, we at once know it
to be srragwizaTaeasa=Ti%, that is, we know gz not
independently, but only as standing in some relation to the
action of ¢ bringing. > When each word is thus apprehended,
as related in some way to the faar, we get the meaning of
the whole sentence in the form of that f@=r as conditioned
and particularized by the several substantives. This doctrine
is expressed by saying EhraTieaa TF qaTat 3rfwH:, O a8 Annam-
bhatte puts it at the end of his commentary, saer-(faar-)

feaa FeRIT TATH.

4. The followers of Gotama, adds T. D., deny the neces-
sity of thus apprehending each word separately before
combinig them in a sentence, when the meaning of
the whole sentence can as well be conveyed at once
in the form of the collective sense of all the words ; that is,
- according to Naiydyikas the srizs residesin the syege itself,and
not in the wrf*aaags. Single words, say they, like gz gz etc.,
convey no sense, not because they are safega,but because the
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three requisites of grrsgafry, namely, sireter, KA and FrveaT,
are not satistied. A proposition or sentence is nothing but &
number of significant words (grspag) which possess smasis,
Fregar and H1A1G; and the collective meaning of snch words
will be apprehended even though there be no fEuraTa®as in
the sentence, e. g. FT5=AT FgTafae®r wara: which designates
a king in the town of Kafchi without attributing any
action to him. Similarly we say s ®ver:, although no {Far-
wrrFag can be supplied there; for the only possible verbs
applicable to =q: wram: are wi@x or ( §¥7 ) Fraex, but the
first is inapplicable, as there isno specification in Fg: Frars of
any particular time, past, present or future, while srg
is inappropriate, because ‘time’ is unknowable. by human
beings. There can therefore be no fZaregw in 57 Frar: and
yet the words convey a sense because the above three requi-
sites are satisfied. According to Mimdnsakas and grammarians
a proposition is yrerdgEaira®, that is, Sxeavge Twfa
would be interpreted us HIFFF—AvgTFAE-TTEGRIT. Butb
the above example shows that this is not always possible;
and therefore in such cases a proposition is gqmrreaTIgETE-
Sregg only, that is, the illustration would mean SzfagsE-
AYCEAT-FEATH( 79gF:. Lhe consequence ol this nice dis-
tinction is that according to Mimdwmsakes u HITITTITF
or fAfgarEw is alone legitimate, while a fagrerdigs e,
which they call =reyarg, has no independent significance, and
can exist ouly as a part of another {Gmraras =rFx. lhe
Naiydyikas of course consider both kinds of sentences equally
significant and independent. Hence the definition of a grFy
in the text is ( Iy )9gwag:, which implies, as V. V. says,
that qgaugss s=gAaT waeaAnEG T wiat Verbal knowledge is
obtained not from one word ( such as a fFgrarg® ) but from
all the words together.’

5. On a proper analysis it will be found thata proposition
consists of a subject, a predicate und a copula. The predicate
is always resolvable iuto an uttribute residing in the subject
and the copula is the connceting link showing the relatiou
that exists between the subject and the attribute predicated
of ite Thus in the sentence ‘*‘Man iy mortal’’, the attribute
of mortality is predicated of man, and the verb is the copula
connecting the two. In mefeaarg mgsa: or waasfisr A we
denote substantives possessing attributes. This view ix
very simiiar to the Nasydyiba doctrine,

43
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6. From the import of proposition we pass on to the
import of single words. A word is defined
as a thing that is zre% ‘having power or
significance.’ But what is sris? Annambhatio
defines it as ‘‘the convention made by God that such and such
a meaning should be understood from such and such a word”’
Some copies here read Ssa¥=gra®a:, but the word z=gy is
redundant as g implies gsa1. According to this definition
language is the creation of God, and each word is capable
of conveying a particular sense because (od has §0 willed it.
The definition is in accordance with the view of the ancients.
The moderns say gSHTAT 3rfhs, meaning that even the will
of man can give significance to words, asin proper names
like =, %=, fFer etc. Theancients do not deny the significance
of these latter kind of words, but call them simply qri@wrigs
or conventional, while only those derived from God are zrs
in the proper sense of the term. But this is not quite

satisfactory. for one might say that although the two kinds
of words may be named separately, no difference is really
observable between their power of denoting particular objects.
Fagw denotes an individual exactly in the same way as ¥z
denotes a jar although one word is of humaun and the other
of divine origin. A later writer therefore defends the ancient
view by attributing even grfdaiy®s words to divine origin.
The author of Tarku-Prakésa says ¢ ‘grastsel® @ar I
T R AR | 9 W E R E ARSI S RAATREAT AT
araaTey: ATy SIERESTYSA]0  arErgfaauaagrg fAest
qrfer Sxaearsed@a | ’* But this is going rather too far, or,

as Sanskritists say, Faearrages, supporting one absurdity
by another. We know that new phraseology is invented by

men in different countries to convey new ideas or denotc
new inventions and discoveries. Innumerable words uu-
known before are thus added to the language. The exXist-
ence of many distinet and anconnected languages in the
world is the strongest proof of the absurdity of the theory
of a divine origin of uny particular language.
7. It is probably to avoid this controversy that our author
‘ _ gives another and a better definition of
.zimf.lmmr defini-  =rf¥ in the commentary, a?iwmm: 13-
qgrdwvaey: ariw:  Power is the relation

* Bhimachdrya ¢ Nydya-losa, 20d ed. p, 782,

Import of words.
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of a word and an object, that always serves to revive the
memory of that object (whenever the word is spoken).” Thix
definition, says Nilakantha. is purposely made vague so as to
apply to srfes, whether it is regarded as an independent qaysf

as the Mimémsakas do, or whether it is identified with the
will that makes the convention, as the Naiydyikas hold. The

Miménsaka’s arguments for regarding sy asa separate qgmé
are summed'_up in the couplet :—
7 gt AU TUrEHAE FAT |
%Wmﬁg e Rrgwarad @ |
Power is ot a substance as qualities inkere ( in them); it is
also distinet from qualities and actions. It resides in genus

and other categories. It must therefore be reqarded as a
separate category.

_ The Naiydyikas however refuse to recognize zfe a8 8
separate category on the ground that, as each substance é. y.
%=1, ggT ete. is theé object of several sri¥gs, to aceept the
independent. existence of them all wonld involve frew.
wrfe% is therefore properly speaking only a power ina word to
denote the meaning imposed upoun it by divine or human
will.

8. But the question still remains where this ¥@aear Ti®
is apprehended. In other words, what does

il onflicting theo- g yword like wa denote primarily: the object
jar. or the common property jar-ness that

resides in it. or both together? This isan important question.
as it lies at the basis of the several antagonistic theories of
strexang proposed by ditferent schools. The opinions on this
point are as various and numerous as are possible to be ou
any single topic. Of these views four are the most
important, nanely, Fqg=Ta, FTIGA(H, AMAAAEAE and
srqte. The first is adopted by the Jimdmsakas, the second by

modern Naiydyikas, the third by ancient Naiydyikas. and
the last belongs to the Bauddhas.* The advocates of each of

these views look at the significant word from different stand-
points. When one says geataw. the speaker undounbtedly

desires the thing, jar, and not the class-notion, jar-ness to
be bronght to him. That the =@ ‘jar’ must be somehow
or other implied by the word wz is thevefore necessary, for

* Mammata : Kdvya-Prakdse Bom. Ed.Ch, II, p. 30
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anless it is so implied the hearer can never fateh the object.
Modern Nuwiyiyikas vely ontbhis simple fact; and say that the
word gz primarily deunotes the wwza®. The capacity of
being the subject of any act (ereffEkgrErivea) resides in the
concrete object (zgfa) alone, and hence it is the =gi® on
which the @&%a is made. Butthereareinsuperable objections
to this view. If gz denotes a particular wezqi®, we would
require as many separate words as there are jars inthe world,
and the g@%a on each would have to be learnt separately as
they can have no connection with each other. As a matter
of fact however there is only one word wge. and when we
once know its significance as expressing a FvgHATIEHEET, We
apply it to denote all objects having that shape. gz therefore

denotes not a particular gzza{®s, but the property swrgsanty-
wex. Further the word g= conveys many notions besides

that of the seffp; it implies that the thing denoted belongs
to a particular class of substances having some common
properties, and it ulso distinguishes the =g from other
dissimilar substances. Thus the word gz performs three

functions ; it points out a particular object jar, it signifies
that the particular jar is similar to all the jars in the world,
and it distinguishes that jar from all other things, such as
stones, walls and trees. When we say s, we at once denote
the sfit=rfzs, the class-notionsiyer, and the peculiarity sre-
f@a@<x which distinguishes a cow from other animals. In other
‘words, ¥} signifies zafy, wm® and ¥rE@ at the same time; or
a8 & writer puts it, STt swHT AREF T 9T orrws. This was
the view of the ancient Naiydyikas, and is apparently the one
preferred by Annambhatia.

9. According to modern Naiydyikas wordsdenote the =gfsg
only, and the attributes come in by implication; that is, words
are primarily coucrete names. But according to the srf@af®
Mimdrsakas words are purely abstract names denoting .the
s only. The ancient Neiydyikas seem to have adopted
a middle conrse between these extremes by holding that words’

denote neither BawsaBe nor Fxwsafd, but wfRRRre=EE.
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that is, n particnlar object sz as possessing the elass-notion
stasg. The veasou giveu by T. 1. (ov rejecting the Faawr-
q1Z 18, that the actions of ¢ hringing * and ‘binding’ express-
ed in the propositions gawraa and sfwggeea: , are possible
in the respective safzgs only. If a word signified srf@ only,
the sentence would mean gaegwtaa and Megwgassaw, which
is absurd because wzey and siyar cannot be separated from
the concrete objects. The Mimdrmsakas however maintain
that the fact that geeg or e cannot be separated from
the concrete object ( sif@mrwra ) is exactly the reason why
the significance of the word wa or st should, for the sake
of graa, be confined to the @&, while the notion of =qf¥
may be conveyed by erdyg or necessary implication. This
- view wratyw wrfedRranreaTdarg was held by the Iimdsh-
sakas, grammarians and rhetoricians, and is rejected by
Annambhatia.

10. The last of the four views above mentioned which was
held by the Beuddhas was that the primary import of words
was only sydtz or swgaTIf, distinction of all other different
objects from it. What do we understand, they argued, by a
word such as gz ¥ Not an external object because we never
really know external objects ; nor the wm®, because, =R is
nothing more than a mere conception formed by our mind
and imposed upon what we call external objects. What w=
then really signifies is that a certain thing possesses some
peculiarities which distinguish it from all other things. We
never know what gz or wzey ¢s: we ouly know what it is #ot,
viz. that it is not gz orger. We have therefore only a negative
knowledge of things, and consequently the import of words
maust also be negative. The Veddntins by way of harmonizing
the above views, each of which expresses a part of the
truth, have started the theory that the power of a word
resides in both the ®n& and the =fE, but in different ways:
that is, it is active or expressive in =mi®, and passive or
latent in the =zgfs. The Veddnta-Paribhishd says, sarf@-
qFTAT ST W WETEAT 7 g JTAr! WAt g o« ogar ggs .o

This appears to mean that a word primarily signifies =13,

* T"ed. Par. Cale. eds pu 17,
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bt its capability of signifying the clags-notion is derived
from its acknowledged connection with the concrete objects
comprised in that class. Thus gfégs signifies the general notion
of a trunked animal ; but it does so because the property
‘trank’ was found in the actual object elephant.

11. It must have been noticed that the distinction between
the denotation and the connotation of wordsinsisted upon by
Mill and other English logicians does not strictly speaking
find a place in any of these views. But if we may nse thoss
termg as applying to the signification of =afis and
srf@ respectively, we might say that in Famsaffrarg words
are purely denotative, while in ¥=agwm@arg they are

purely connotative. Similarly in the wrfafnRwsafarg of
the ancient Naiydyikas they are both denotative and

connotative, while in the theory of erqte they connote only
the differentia.

12. A gz is defined as g+, but s does not exhaust the
whole import of words. Every word is cap-
able of conveying two meanings, one pri-
mary or direct and the other secondary
or 1mp11ed The relation by which a word signifies a par-
ticular thing is called a7®, which is of two kinds, zrf3p
or spfaqr ( expression ) and georr  ( implication ). The
first is created by w®w and is inseparable from the word ;
the second operates in the absence of the first, and being
derived from it is entirely dependent on it. Hence the defini-
tion of a gz as grw is not =Ty ON & FreyfOrHEws, for a gz can
never be grerforg unless it is also zp. Bach of these two
kinds of gr® or special relation is subdivided into three
gorts, thug:—

The two-fold
power of words.
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18. The expressive power (zrf) of words is of the above

_ three kinds; and so words are divided into
pog’;‘j_“’p""‘gswe three classes according as they operate
through any one of these modes. Jwr or

etymology is defined syggamfss ¢ the power of the several
roots or component parts of the words.’ A ifit® Tr=g s
therefore ons which adheres to its etymological meaning
and conveys nothing more nor less than what is implied in
the parts, ¢. ¢. qr® which, being compounded of the root
g and the FARY, signifies gwasal. ®WE or customary
significance is defined gmgrams, the power of the whole
word without any reference to its parts. Not that such &=
words have no etymology, for there is an influential school
of grammarians who assert that all words are derived from
roots ; but these w& words have completely abandoned their
original signification and acquired  new sense. Thus =z
signifies ¢ jar * not because it is derived from wuz or any
other root, but because convention has attached that mean-
ing to it. Majority of simple words in Sauskrit belong
to the third kind, namely, Free words in which both the
etymological and the customary meanings are partly re-
tained. Words like qgeer, wyg®x or gffaw have no doubt an
etymological sense, but it is restricted by custom to a par-
ticular object or kind of object comprised in the original
meaning. Btymologically ggw might mean any thing pro-
duced in mud, such as a lotus or a frog. But custom . has
narrowed the meaning of the word to a lotus. Similarly
gfRas has come to denote only one out of many animals hav-
ing &%, such as elephants men and monkeys. Some mention
afourth variety named fifite®e, such as Ifgg, which maybe

interpreted either by etymology or by customary sense
independently.

14. All these varieties require the knowledge of the &3,
either on the syggs or on the gggry or on

isfrﬁ“o";‘ugm”@"”‘m both ; and this ¥« is learnt by the child
in varions ways of whiech the gg=aag

described by T. D. is one. Kight of these generally re-

coguized modes of learning wf are wmentioned in the
following couplet :— ' '
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FETET SUTETOITATAB ST IR TFTTETTSTIAST |
TrraeT fMTfegadetey wiRsTa: Rrgrse Ign

The import of words is learnt in any of the following
ways: ( 1 ) Grammar, as the meaning of roots, terminations
and cases; ( 2 ) Comparison, as when the meaning of sgg
is known by the similarity of a geyal with acow; (3)
Dictionary, as of synonyms w3, a1E etc.; (4) Express asser-
tion of a credible person, as #fF®: Reygarsys; (5 ) Usage
of elders as when one elder person says to another ‘Bring a
cow,” or ‘Bring a jar,” the child eliminates the common
word ‘bring’ and thus determines the meanings of sfr and
wz; ( 6) Context, ag in the vedic text gawwsawdai@ the
exact meaning of sx is known by a concluding passage;
( 7) explanation by synonyms or paraphrase as WZ: &I
werdftfR qrE w@E; and lastly (&) Clontiguity with a well-
known word, as in gz SEFRAT AYE GHr g the meaning
of R is known by its association with wge and mwyw.
Some also add signs of hand etc. as the ninth, as when
one points a finger to a woman and says to the child
T4 ¥ Avar, the gesture imparts to the child the kunowledge
of the word mrar. '

15. The other kind of 3@ is weyorr /mplication, which is
| defined as wyaday: (W FrAOE T4 aww
plf’c‘ff;fg,’iw orIm-  sreps srtse: qaddnn) ¢ connection with

the expressive sense of the word.” It is
resorted to only when there is gegratgaqf® ‘inapplicability of
the primary sense in the context.’ - In wgrat dvq: for in-
stance, the primary sense of stgr, namely the stream, is
inapplicable because a hutcannot stand on the current ;and
hence wgr is made to signify the bankof the river which is
connected with the currert by gysr. If Annambhatia accepted
the views of the ancient Nuiydyikas about zf¥, he follows
the moderns with regard to wefor. According to the
ancients the essential condition for garomr was swargrag-
o ¢ unsuitability of the ersgw or meaning of the
sentence’; but there is no such amwgqqﬁf in
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examples like srvay T vegar or ¥e: wawy, which by
themselves give a fair sense without any wstur, although
that sense is clearly not the one intended by the speaker.
Hence T. D. says qreqa@qaargaromaisra. gqoris resorted to
when the primary sense is unsuited, not to the srgarea, but
to the gFgarend. The three-fold division of garurrinto BT
srstaeeaTar and SegwrgaaTyt is also taken from the moderns.
srEgeror is that where the primary sense is wholly abandon-
ed and a new one substituted, as in wmear: =iaried, Wwhere
w27 signifies a child sleeping on a cot and not the cot itself. '
In srereeaTat the word retains its primary sense and conveys
something more, as in g3l arfea where both those who have
umbrellas and those who have not are implied, orasin
FrEvar =@ vegary where all birds including crows are
to be kept off. The examples of TAEETHATEITAT 2re WisT gag«: or
a<qHY, Where only a part of the primary meaning is retain=
ed and a part is left out as being inapplicable. In Jrs¥ Faga:
§: means FAHETSIAT gags while sfgg means TAEISIAT
Fqzer: and so to establish the identity of the two we leave
out the qualifications gmrda and wasFTSIa. In geaAra the
aq denotes fagosm and & denotes wIUT(R; SO We leave
out the properties fidorer and wgorer and make the two
substances identical. A fourth kind gf¥raeeom isalso
recognized by some, as in BI® which primarily signifies the
word wae and through it the object, dee. N. B. repudiates
the last kind on the part of the Naiydyikas, and ascribes it

to Veddntins.

16, Another division of gaturr isinto weTor FIT and sftoft,
otherwise called ga@reradtc Most of the

Another sub-divi- gbove examples are of the first kind where
ston. . T

the implication solely rests on the un=
suitability of srareds In ey implication i resorted to in
order to suggest a third sense called gatera. As in gt AW
the qualities of coolness and holiness which really belong to
the current are transferred to the bank. This suggested third
gense is called swg=ref and is supposed by rhetoricians to be:

conveyed by a third mode called =r&am:
44
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17. zgragar is of two kinds srredft and ereff, but Nadydyikas re-
cognize neither. gr=aT, they say, asin the
cog%?;gi”a noi e above example, is invariably included in
the sTyofreayorr and so need not be regarded
as a separate mode. areff is found in such examples as :—
T ATIR YewTed, GATH: Heg & Rraw
HATT S7 a3T FITIAT TQ0 [0 U
Here the meaning conveyed by the speaker is frgwasy-
{ ® wqrocrEie afEsara; but this sense, says T. D., is
obtained by inference, and so the =ywgar process becomes
seqamag. According to Naiydyikas therefore there are only
two modes of conveying sense, expression ( ziwe ) and impl-
cation ( wayorr ), of which the latter being secondary is based
on the former. The definition of gz ( =t @& ) is therefore
applicable in both cases.

i,

Seer. LX, avp LXI, sirrigr-draar-enrg

Ezxpectancy compatibility, and juztaposition are the causes.
of the knowledge of the meaning of « sentence. Ixpectancy is
the inability of a word to convey the meaning of a sentence on
account of the absence of some other word. Compatibility is the

non-contradiction of the sense. Juxtaposition is the consecutive
utterance of words.

A sentence devoid of expectancy, eic. is unouthoritative;

e. g. (words ) cow, horse, man, elephant are not authoritative,
being devoid of expectancy, etc. (Sentence) . sprinkle with fire is

unauthoritative for want of compatibility ; (words) Bring o
cow pronounced at intervals are not authoritative owing to want
of juxtaposition.

1. =zrsg has been defined as agrsg, but an intelligible sen-
. tence ecannot be formed simply by stringing

5 ’;:i;gg?g;ﬁtes o/ together any number of words, as ¥z’ s
ot fans:. In order to convey the combined

graTyd the words require the aid of some accessory proper-

ties, which are three, srrgrarr (Expectancy), divaar (Compa~
tibility) and sfae (Juxtaposition).

2. The simplest definition of srrerest is stiraraTedaaTay

¢ non-completion of the sense ’ owing

Baxpectancy. to the absence of some other word

or words. Annambhatia, defines it as ‘the

iflability of a word (wgew) to convey (swgwramet) the
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whole meaning of the sentence (erexw), Which inability
is caused ( wgws ) by the absence =afdt® of some other word
( ggreac ). If ome says simply wew, a desire is at once
created to know what about the jar, and is satisfied only
when we supply some such word as erraw which completes
the sense. This desire to know is called v and de-
pends generally on the exact+ form of the words used.
Thus gearag conveys four notions, a jar (wz ), the objective
relation ( srmseyy ), the act of bringing (erdt) and the
command ( the termination of Imp. 2nd sing. ); and if any
of these notions is wanting the sense remains so far incom-
plete. The imperfection cannot however be made up by
saying g wWe sragd sra: although these words import
the same thing as gawray, because NO FTETZET I8 raised in
this case.

3. aemar or compatibility is ¢“the non-contradiction of

sense.”” A word is said to have gwwar

Compatibility. with another whenthe meanings conveyed

by the two are not inconsistent with each

other. Thus we cannot say afgaT fr=na o Waa zara, because

the notions of fire and sprinkling as well ss of water and

burning are inconsistent and incompatible with one another.

A sentence like this would therefore be meaningless owing

to the impossibility of combining the two incongruous
notions in one sy=gT.

4. The third requisite is &y or swarw which cousists in

< the utterance of consecutive words one

Juztaposition. after another without interval between
any two of them.” A grFaTed is made

up by the combination of the several notions of words,
and it is therefore necessary that the impression made by
each should remain fresh until this combination is effected.
If however a long break occurs in the middle of a sentence,
the previous impressions vanish before the sentenceisfinish -
ed, and the sense would remain incomplete. What consti-
tutes ATy is, a8 T. D. remarks, the unbroken apprehension
of all the words; and hence actual utterance of words is not
absolutely necessary. In a written or printed book for
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instance we have no utterance, and yet we understand the
areary because the words are placed in juxtaposition.
HATETELT, Fwvgar, and g@&f, T. D. further adds, are neces-
sary preliminaries for the comprehension of a sentence,
not in themselves, but as known; that is, it is their know-
ledge that is required irrespective of their actual existence
or absence. If a man wrongly conceives them to exist in
a sentence when they really do not, he will make out a
meaning of the sentence, while he will not understand a
sentence possessing all the three, if he fails to detect their
presence.
5. Visvandtha adds a fourth requisite areqagra™ ¢ know-
ledge of the intention of the speaker,’
Intended sense. ~ Which is often as much necessary for the
right understanding of a sentence as any
of the preceding three. For instance, the sentence eqawras
might convey two distinct senses ¢ Bring salt, > and ¢ Bring
a horse. ’ syrwreem, givgar and §{AfY, which are all satisfied
here, are not in themselves able to tell us which of the two
senses is to be accepted on a particular occasion, that is
which of the two thingsis intended by the speaker. This can be
determined only by knowing the sgateqd, which again is
to be gathered from the circumstances under which or
the occasion on which the sentence is spoken. If the
speaker is dining he almost certainly orders salt, while if he
is dressed and is going out, he orders a horse. Without this
knowledge of the speaker’s intention, it will be impossible to
interpret a sentence wherever a word is ambiguous or has
more than one sense. Perhaps this speaker’s intention may

be included in the second requisite dwaar, as compatibility
of a meaning must always be judged -with reference to the

particular occasion or the probable intention of the
speaker.
6. Although Annambhatta does not mention greqdgre in this

section, his reference to it in connection with gaorr in the
commentary on the preceding section leaves nodoubt that he
accepts its necessity. His definition of greusf, namely geqefrefr-

sgUTERaan; i8 however faulty. Words which convey a sense
are not necessarily uttered with an intention to convey that

+ B, P, 81, c
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sense. A fool or an idiot sometimes utters words which
he ‘does not understand but which are intelligible to others ;
a parrot pronounces words which have a meaning in ordinary
language ; and yet there isno intention of the speaker in such
cases. It may be urged against this that theyare not real words
at all, although appearing to be so. But what if a Vedic text
is repeated by a person who understands nothing of it. The
text is there and you cannot deny it, and yet there can be
no g¥garqd. Again if a teacher expounds sucha text wrong-
ly the meaning which he intends is at variance with the
truth and can never be conveyed by the text. Or suppose
one reads such a text in a book ; there is no speaker here
and there can be no gaaificzdr=fas. It cannot be argued
that the original intention of the author of the text, wiz.
God, is to be assumed in such cases; because there are many,
says Veddnta-Paribhdshd, who do not recognize God as the
author of the Vedas and yet are able to understand the
meaning of them. The Paribkdshd therefore proposes as a
better definition g AfATATIITS HTA AEETTATATAT AT (L-
qaw areqaw ¢ fitness of the words to express a particular
meaning, while there is no utterance with an intention to
convey a different sense.”* The second clause is added to
prevent a doubt in examples like Jeqaura where, although
{=qx is it to express both saltand a horse, the intention is
always to convey only one meaning and not the other. Even
in cases where two meanings are intended to be simultane-
ously expressed, as in gTeyT uT THT:, the definition will
apply since gg will comprehend both the senses.

Secr. LXIL aras

1. A sentence is of two kinds, sacred (¥f&® ) or profame
(StfF®w); the sacred, being pronounced by God, is always
trustworthy, while a profane sentence is trustworthy i pro-
nounced by o credible person: Any other is untrustworthy.

S Ved. Par. Cale. ed. p. 20,
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1. Having defined zr=z, word, as the fourth proof in general
the author devides it into two sorts,
. 52’:098_’“'”“ °f divine and profane. The ¥fF® arew is of
four kinds gzf&, (&, sfaer® and gwror, of
which the preceding is of a higher authority than the next
following. The definition in the text applies only to the sfa,
as other compositions are of human origin. gzfF or Vedas
proper are four g, TIFE, TG, and syrggor, each of which
is divided into three parts weg or fEar, =rtgrar, and syvoTs
the last including ERICEES All these being of divine origin
are to be implicitly believed. wgfy is an authority only when
gt is silent or not inconsistent ( A 3Tl TWEER =Tg-
At ). ¥ efaer and gror are of comparatively slender weight
and are brought into requisition only when no higher au-
thority is to be found.

2. The two-fold division of a e into sacred and profane

is chiefly made for the purpose of imply-

o The authority of - jug that the rules laid down in the pre-

ceding three sections apply to Fifes area

only ; but the ungquestioned authority of the ¥%®® =g is

not therefore inconsistent with them, since all the conditions

of validity implied by them are taken for granted in the case
-of the Vedas.

T. D. here refers to two points which have long served as
good bones of contention between Mimdsisakas and Naiydyikas.
The first is whether the Vedas are eternal orare special com-
positions by God. It must be remembered that there is no
question here as to the human origin of the Vedas,
since both the schools, being orthodox, agree in repudiating
the notion ofthe Vedsusbeing human creations like any other
book. The word ¥z which frequently occurs in this
controversy solely refersto God ; while =fte§7 means
eternal, having no author at all. The Mimdmsakas claim
eternity for the Vedas on two grounds; first, no tradi-
tion is known ascribing the authorship of the Vedas to any
individual, the several Rishis mentioned as ¢ seers of hymns
(wermem:)’having only seenthe hymns and not composed them.

* Jaimini ;: Mimdnsd-Sitras. I, 8,3,
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On the other hand we know the authorship of all human
productions, as SgrEITATOMAT Fat gegadrga:. Secondly, the
Vedas themselves declare their own fAeyex in several texts,
such as ¢ gr=T BEIRTAT,” ¢ JXT WEAr AT (Aogioanaaziagl
ggag:.’ The Naiydyika meets these arguments by contrary
texts, such as axarRUTATEAT ¥gT Wwrge, and ¢ g¥ AIAGSd
w97 Toi® wrari.’ Their strongest weapon however is the
FGA, TF¢ TEYAT TFTATERATEAY > OF FEATFITHAAT TG
FATIATFITITGAT,  ATFACIAATATT ;AT R ATFIITATTS -
The Mimdmsakas try to refute this argument by calling it
FIqTa®, the Iurd being srdwroreEg®a; that is, they mean
that the above reasoning is applicable only to those works
whose authorship is known. The Naiydyikas answer that
even the authorship of the Vedas was known since it was
remembered by Riskis like Gotama by the tradition of
teaching. Besides if the Vedas had been eternal, all the
words and letters in them would be cc-existing, and so there -
would be no order of words (zurfggsf) etc., without which
there can be no zweTEaar and no sr=gary. The Vedas there-
fore must have been produced by some one, and as no
human origin is possible in the case of works containing
such transcendental wisdom, they must be the work of God.
The Veddntin, who is eminently a compromiser, tries to
reconcile these opposite views, by supposing that the Vedas
as they exist at present are eifaey, but they are merely
copies of similar compositions existing in the previous
cycles, the authority for this opinion being the text, grar
9T g¥REFTTg. This in short means that the Vedas are
eternal as to substance ( e1ef ), but non-eternal as to form

( =gt ).”

3. The question of the eternity of the Vedas is involved
in the larger questmn whether sound is
eternal. Sound is a quality of Akisa and
is eternal like it, Wergeddrw and other
accidental causes only serving to reveal it to our ears. We
always recognize the letter ar as the same, and so it connot
vanish away the moment it is pronounced. The Naiydyikas

Non-eternity of
sound.

*Ved. Par. Calc. ed, p. 21.
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prove the non-eternity of sound by srgwra thus:—zr=frsfaar:
FIATFIA Wi ARRFETATS B ETAARTTATT, SFETTT-
ASysTeaTgr | weaq. Gotama gives three reasons for the
non-eternity of sound: —1I thatit has abeginning, 2 that it is
perceived by organ of sense, and 3 that the attributes of a
product are ascribed to it.* The identification of one s®R
with a former one can be accounted for by similarity
just as we identify one lamp-flame with another that for-
merly stood in its place.

Secr. LXIIL =gy

Verbal knowledge means the kmowledge of the meaning of
@ sentence; its proximate causeis the Word.

1. Annambhatte winds up the discussion of zrsg by the
declaration that it is the knowledge of
The prozimate the meaning conveyed by the whole
;i%i,ezed;i verbal  entence which is the real verdal Znow-
ledge, that is, the ww, mentioned above
as the fonrth kind of apprekension. The special cause of
this wg is the gz or the sentence which conveyed that
sense. This emphatic declaration seems to be made in
order to repudiate the view of the modern Naiydyikas, that
it is not the gg but the ygzrar that is the real swur of Fr=g-
Jrq.  Visvandtha who prefers the modern view says
in B. P. 80:—
TEATH g FIO EE AT TTAAT: |
WEEETT §F aF TG4 qETot
He then goes on in his commentary 7 g FaRE g
FOM, TEWEST @fegieErdr searara.t If the word
itself be taken as the mwur of srrsgry, how do we under-
stand a verse written by a dumb man without utter-
ing a single word ? It is therefore the knowledge of
the word, whether heard orally or seen in writing, that
really produces the wmrrezary. The distinction is prac-

#@G. 8. 1L, 2, 14,
1 8, M. Calc. ed. p, 78,
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tically unimportant, although it has great historical signifi-
cance, since it marks the stage when, writing having come
to take a large place previously occupicd by oral traditiow,
the absurdity of defining srsz in terms of actnal ubterance
was perceived and the difference between writing and oral
tradition was abolished. Apparently Annambhatia’s opinion
differs from both the above views, since he makes zrsz the
oy and defines grax as & g7 or yzwag and not a gz. But
this is not so, because according to Nuiydyikas a TIEIE 18
not different from its components, the several gxs. Perhaps
by sr=g Annambhatta may be meaning srsgzm or gEsra, just
as in a former section he interpreted wramTzem ete. as Tz~
sirrgsras and if this is the case his view will agree with
the modern one. At any rate his laxity of expression on
this point shows that he did not regard the distinction as
very material.

2. T. D. here briefly notices the argument of the Vai=
Seshikas, who recognize only two proofs,
Perception and Inference, viz. that Word
is not a distinct proof as it can be included
under Inference. The syllogism by which the connection
( wger ) between a word and its sense is to be known may
be stated either as T. D. puts it, or as o3 ggrTsT: TCOCETH-
T | SMFIEATTITATATARLFATIAAATT | VSR ITATATTATT-
sETRauEdaa; that is, the warin the inference may be
either the g ag T. D. makes it, or the waref as is dome im
the syllogism given here. Bither way, the inference is incap-
able of producing zrrsgdry, for the knowledge conveyed by
words is of an altdgether distinct kind from that imparted
by an inference, and besides produces the consciousness, ¢ I
know from words, ’ which ditfers from the conseiousuess ¢ I
know by inference. ’ This is not a very satisfactory reply
since it rests on self-consciousness which may vary with
different persons. Udayandchérya gives a more convincing
refutation of the Vaileshika view:—eorierea: TR=3T WX =
7 ot 1 ¥ An inference like the above is impossible ; for the

Why word is
separate proof.

? Kus. Cowell’s ed. 111, 13.
45



354 Tarka-Sangraha. [ skors LxmII,

conclusion of it can only be a certainty (%87 ) or a mere
possibility ( &wg ); if it is the former the syllogism involves
an AFTFa® ST a8 a certain conclusion is not warranted
by the premises ; whileifthe latter, there is no ascertainment

(fn%) of the grer, and consequently no grreg=ry. Hence zreg
must be recognized as a distinct proof, producing a cognition
of a peculiar sort.

3. The description of the four proofs is concluded here,
and the rest of the passage in T. D. dis-

Other proofs. cusses two points having reference to the
whole chapter on ¢ proofs.’ The first

point is whether the four proofs, hitherto described, exhaust
the number of valid proofs. The variety of opinions on thig
head amongst the different schools is almost perplexing. The
total number of proofs thusrecognized by one or more schools
is ten, namely, 1 garsr ( Perception ), 2 srgwra ( Inference ),
3 gyura ( Comparison ), 4 5= ( Word ), 5 srfafwr ( Pre-
sumption ), 6 srgyefey ( Non-perception ), 7 gwx (Inclusion),
g ufger ( Tradition ), 9 Jyer (Sign), and 19 aREw (Bli-
mination). Of these each of the known philosophical schools
tecognize only a particular number varying from one to ten.
Thus, the Chdredkas or Atheists accept only, Perception,
repudiating the validity of all the rest ; the VaiSeskikas, the
Bauddhas and the Jainas accept two, Perception and Injfer-
ence 3 the Sdnkhyas, Yogins, Lawyers, and a section of Veddn-
tins accept three, the above two with Word; the Naiydyikas
add a fourth, Comparison; the Mimdnmsakas and some Veddne
tins accept two more, Presumption and Non-perception ; the
Paurdnikas or Mythologistsadd further Probability or Inclus-
ion, and Tradition ; while the ninth, Sign, is recognized by
Téntrikae only. Elimination algo, though only a species of in-
ference, is regarded as a distinet proof by some Mimdrnmsakas.
Annambhatta having accepted the Naiydyika doctrine 'of
four proofs disposes of the rest by short references. s,
WfRer and Srat are easily disposed of by including the first
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in wgwra and the latter two in sreg. Non-perception has
been already discussed under a previous section® and

declared to be only an accessory to the perception of
neqation.

4. The severest contest lies round ergtaf. The
Naiydyikas strenuously try to include it in Inference, while
the Mimdmsakas as strenuously maintain that it is an inde-
pendent proof. The stock example of sratufRy is didy TAFRAY
fBar 7 93 \edig T gg 0 ¢ Devadatta being fat does
not eat in daytime; and so he must be eating at night.’
Night-eating is thus presumed on the ground of the known
impossibility of remaining fat without eating, unless of
course as Nilakantha suggests, the fatness is due to disease
or supernuman power. The exceptions of course need not
be taken into account here. This syyiy® which is advo-
cated by Prdbhdkara Mimdmnsakas is of two kinds, gerafa®
and grarate™. When the knowledge st Bara g on
which the presumption is based is obtained by actual sight,
it is the first; when it is got by hearsay from another
person it is the second. Both these kinds of sraaiw are
included by Naiydyikas in stgars. The inference is of Faz-
i@ kind, Jagsr aniewsar, RfargwmEs @ fqa,
TRT TAT TUT TATTAS agra=s | Presumption is therefore
not a separate proof, for all cases of it are accounted for by
¥aotas® sgarw. The difference between Nydya and
Mimdmsy views on this point is only of g and streg. The
Mimdmsakas recognize a fifth proof wxofrqfer to account for
* all kinds of presumptions and thereby dispense with the

¥aesarant® inference, while the Naiydyikas accept the
latter and repudiate srytm®. The dispute between them is
therefore reduced to the question which view has gras on
its side; that is, whether it is simpler to recognize a new
proof or a new variety of inference. Apparently the Naiyd-
yikas have the better of it; but if we take into account
the difficulties and absurdities into which the Naiydyakas

* Vide T. D. on Sect. 43 and Note 8 thereon, p. 228 Sz@ra,
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have involved themselves by their recognition of pg=-
=Ta(E @F, we cannot certainly commend them for their ap-
parent ¢ simplicity.’

5. The second point noticed by T. D. is of the utmost
. importance, as it in fact lies at the very
knf;l’jje(}’;j“l”y °f " root of the whole theory of proofs. We
see a jar and have the cognition s/ Tz
or yzwE wrAna; but how do we know that we really see the
7z, and that our perceptive knowledge is not a mis-appre-
hension of gomething that is not gy ? That is, how do we
in practice distinguish a wgr from yx? We may or we
may not see the reality of gz, but what test is there to
prove that we see the reality and not a shadow? A gur
has been defined as agfd awwEw® [T+ ‘ knowledge of a
thing possessing any property as possessed of that pro-
perty.” It is thus comparatively easy to define what gar
is; but how are we to ascertain whether a given piece of
knowledge is a swwr or swrar ! The necessity of this as-
certainment is obvious, for without it there can be no
certainty of knowledge and all human intercourse would be
impossible. The question therefore how to determine the
truth of our cognitions becomes a necessary corollary to any
“theory of knowledge.

G. The question is resolved into the alternative whether
right knowledge is wmaiswrmror ¢ self-proved ’ or gqvaisaver
‘proved by something else.” Mddhavickdrya quotes two
verses which summarize the four principal veiws on thig
point:—

THICATTATNS Taas Fhear: aursmn |
HATRHTR qva: ST At
qUH T AT AT FFATRE
HHOT & I [asaTIArorare i
“Of the two things ‘anthoritativeness’ (srarog) and ‘non-

authoritativeness’ (ersraToT), the Sdnkkyas consider both to
be self-proved; the Naiydyikas hold both to be known extern-

¥ Sary, D. 8. Cale, ed. p, 129.
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ally; the Bauddhas think that ¢non-authoritativeness’ is
self-proved but the other is proved externally. Lastly, teach-
ers of the Vedas, i. e. the Mimdmsakas maintain that grares
is self-proved but sygremoew requires external proof. ’ This
diversity of opinions about sratew may be stated briefly by
saying that according to Sdnkhyas both the truth and falsity
of a cognition are known intuitively ;according to Naiydyikas
both are proved by independent reasoning and therefore
neither can be presumed until thus proved ; according to
Bauddhas a cognition is prima facie incorreet and true if
only proved to beso by special evidence; while the Mimdsmsa-
kas regard a cognition as presumably correct, but false when
actually proved to be so. As we are mainly interested in
determining sarex only, the contest chiefly lies between
the Naiydyika view of qxaigrarer and the Mimdomrsd doctrine
of waugramow.  T. D. first states the Mimdmsd view fully
as a gayer, and then refutes it in order to establish the
fgra of Nydya that the truth of knowledge is proved
externally. '

7. The wraze of qratoy is defined, agarATIATIEFITESHHAT-
ga;mﬂ;ﬁmm , ¢ the property of being apprehended by the
same entire body of the means which produce the knowledge,
but do not prove_its falsity.” Three conditions are implied in
this definition, that the truth of knowledge is apprehended
by the same means which produce the knowledge, that the
means include every thing that is instrumental in producing

the knowledge, and that they should not include anything
that affects the truth of the knowledge. The necessity of the
two latter qualifications is shown by T. D. The definition
speaks of the totality of means in order to include an infer-
ence that may be sometimes used to prove sravow, although
it may have been previously known by swrearrr; and it ex-
cludes a contrary cognition g sreagwT which, being sy,
may prevent the apprehension of graruw, provided of course
this contrary cognition arises with reference to the know-
ledge itself and not to the subsequent srg=a=wra. Besides,
the Naiydyikas themselves in a way assent to wwaiwTRTUw,
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since, as they go so far as to accept that gz, gzay as well as
the ggeyq of the two, are cognized by wg=rxary, they shounld
have no difficulty in accepting the cognizability by the same
ergsyaar of the respective knowledge of those things. The
Naiybyika however rejects this last view, viz. that srgsasara
cognizes gz, gzax as well as their gg=g, and then refutes
the whole gqay. The chief objection of the Naiydyika againgt
wa:qrATed is that it leaves no room for the possibility of
a doubt, which as a matter of fact we often feel, whether a
certain cognition is true or not. If the grayuer is intuitive and
is known along with the cognition itself, such a doubt can
never arise. The validity of any cognition is therefore de-
termined by a subsequent ¥am=afitf® inference which is bag-
ed on the intervening actual experience of the thing. Thus
first we believe we see water ; then this belief produces z=zr
(for the water), which produces gzfr (towards it). Thisgqgfix
is satisfied if the water really exists there, but not if it is
simply a mirage. Hence the satisfaction of gaf@ is a proof
of the reality of our perception ; that is, the truth of our
perception is determined by external evidence. Similarly the
truth of words is ascertained by their being geref, i. e. being
in harmony with external things.

8. The advocates of gwaigrarew think that a war is pro-
duced by the presence of some positive guor, which varies with
the nature of the war, that is, in perception it is @ESryura@-
FeaE@sy and 50 on; while an srraT is caused by the presence
of some Fry such as distance, defective sight ete.* According
to the other side, no positive ayor is required for st but
simple gryrary is quite sufficient. The chief objection of wag-
waTaT against the Naiydyika view is that if the truth of one
cognition is to be determined by an extra inference, the vali-
dity of that inference again will have to be ascertained by a
third mference, and so on ad infinitum. In this way there will

* B, P, 130-3.
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be no certainty of knowledge* It is unnecessary to enter
further into this interesting but endless controversy. The
reason why it was pé‘fsued with so much vigour on both
sides seems to be its important bearing on the question of
the authority of the Vedas. If sz is wwa:swmor as the
Mimdsmsakas held, the truth of the Vedas was self-evident,
and they required no external sanction to prove their claim
to unflinching obedience; while if grsz was graiwwToT, the
Vedas required some external proof of their anthority, such
as the fact of their being composed by Omniscient God.
The Bauddhas denied the authority of the Vedas altogether, -
while the Naiydyikas made it dependent on God’s author-
ship. This may be one reason why the Naiydyikas and
Vaiseshikas were termed by their more orthodox rivals, srd-

ranErEs or Semi-Buddhists.

9. T. D. incidentally notices another doctrine of the
Prdbhékara school of Mimdmsakas that all knowledge is
true (of course so far as it goes), and consequently the

distinction between wmr and sywar is unfounded. If wafy-
Sawer is the test for the reality of knowledge, then the
erroneous apprehension of silver on mother-o’pearl also
sometimes produces a ggrR, and will therefore be gur while
that gz can be fully accounted for by the recollection of
the formerly-seen silver and the percept of the object pre-
sent. This cannot be, says the Naiydyikre; because there is
much g in ascribing gafrewsa to the actual war itself.
The erroneous apprehension of silver on g may appear
to be true so long as it lasts, but it is not ww, because it is
not FHR TAFRE FT-

Sgcr. LXIV, s,
Wrong appehension i3 of three kinds, doubt, error and
Jalse assumption. Doubt is the apprekension of various contrary

properties in one object, e. g. Is it a post or a man? Error is
Jalse knowledge, as silver in a conch-shell. False assumption

is the deduction of a wider thing by the wrong kypothesis of a
narrow one, e. . if there be o fire there would be no smoke.
1. Having treated wyrefgna, the author in the present
section enumerates the varieties of syg-
aratgwa ‘wrong apprehension’ because to

* For a'fuller discussion dee Sarva. D. §. Cale. ed. pp, 129-32, and
Ved, Par. Cale. ed. P, 27.

Wrong knowledge.
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understand zrue apprehension fully we also require a know-
ledge of its opposite misapprehension. sgaratgwa is already
defined as “the cognition of a thing as possessed of an attri-
bute which in fact it does not possess.”’* It has been well
said that truth is one, but falsehood is various. Hence
the definition of sywurrsfsrer contains no restriction as to
certainty. Misapprchension may therefore be first divided
into Certitude (fasaw or ww) and In-certitude ( Fma:)-
Certitude again may be either conscious or unconscious,
that is, it may either have been voluntarily and purposely
assumed (ergrt ), or it may have been caused by some ad-
ventitious circumstance called Fry (smvare ). The first is
called #% and is assumed with a full consciousuess of its
falsity ; the second is called fRydy or fagat® and is invol-
untary. - §grg or doubt is always involuntary (swTeTd ),
because as soon as the error is perceived it is at once
dispelled.

Thus Misapprekension naturally splits into three kinds:
Doubt, Error and False Assumption or
Hypothesis. Some include g% in fEeda
for the obvious reason that though vol-
untarily made on the part of one of the two disputants it
does not essentially differ from any other kind of ¢rror; but
Annambhattia gives prominence to it by mentioning it sep-
arately, because although invalid itself it is often useful in
argumentation and assists the valid proofs in obtaining

right knowledge. Dream, says T. D., is included under
fRwag, while the fallacies of inference already mentioned
will also fall under the same head.

Varieties of mis-
apprehension,.

R Doubt is defined as ¢ the knowledge of various con-
trary properties in one and the same ob-

Doubt. Ject.”” The propriety of each of the three
limitations cwfRms wfifer, fawg and

AT, is explained by T. D. Dowbt has three charac-
teristics, that the knowledge must be of several properties;

e

* Vide Sect. 35, sud Notes 3, 4 and 5 thereon.
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that they must:be irreconcilable with one another, and that
they must be apprehended in the same thing. The definition
however is not quite satisfactory, for it contains the word
%5 which is not very easy to define. There is no certain
test to determine what propertiesare contrary to one another
and what not. Roughly we may say that those which are
never observed together as existing in one object are
irreconcilable. For example, srsqex and ggsgex are, one might
say, fa%g because they are never observed together; but
suppose a centaur which is half-man and half-horse isactual-
ly found on earth, then they will no longer be fi%w. Besides
even supposing that they are {@wg properties and that a
centaur does not really exist, the definition of gzrag would
still apply to the imaginary notion of a centaur which is
undoubtedly a knowledge of several contrary properties in
one thing. This last objection may however be answered
by saying that a centaur being wholly an imaginary being
there is no w&f on which the contrary properties are to be
imposed. A better definition is wfeas qTAT REGATATRIEE
FTA". EriF is an alternative, and the contrary yf@s are the
property and its negation. Thus when we have a doubt gr=gY
@t 7 AT, Gregex is one @ and arfRerey is the other; and
the dare is said to be @#r@®. When we have a doubt erd
TTmat gesr 4T, it is sgsErE®; for there we have four
possible cases e wura:, W w v, wd gET: and S LEW:-

3. fawgw ( Error ) is of course any false notion; and ,is
the mis-apprehension proper. &% Reductio

mﬁ;’”’gy“% o ad absurd@.z requires some explantior_z.
ad absurdum. The definition of @# in the text is
rather vague. Literally it signifies the

imposition of a more extensive thing through the assump-
tion of the less. The example given is however quite
misleading. FzsrwTy is =9t and gwwry is =gTqe; therefore
we assume the existence of azsrarey and deduce from it by
means of a regular syllogism the existence of gwrwrs, asin
the sentence ¥ FFEH wqTATE TAISEK 7 wqrg Which implies
that ggzwre necessarily leads to gwmrwray. This is called
SATATAYTT sqTaETQqod, and this according to Annambhatta’s
definition would be &#. But no one can say that the pro-

46
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position, ‘agawry necessarily leads to gmrwm,’” isa mis-
apprehension, since it is perfectly correct and does nothing
more than express the sfgsareger of yw negatively. Asa
matter of fact the proposition only expresses the sgrfw by
which the conclusion, denominated %, is arrived at,.
Properly speaking @& is neither the process of hypothetical
reasoning in which a false conclusion is deduced from a
wrongly assumed hypothesis (as some have erroneously
supposed ), nor is it the sgrf@ on which such conclusion is
based, as Annambhatia’s illustration has led others to
believe. Sucl a mistake seems to have been committed by
Roer who tra..slates g% by ‘discussie®’* and by Ballantyne
who translates Annambhatia’s mq-q;ﬁjq-: by “‘consists in
establishing the pervader ete.”’t err¥ye is not the act of =rr{-
qur but the conclusion that is snerfaa, namely, =7 (qFq) AT
arfea. This conclusion which is called gs is false, becauseit
is contradicted by ouractual perception of smoke on the
mountain.

4. The process of arriving at this RReductio ad absurdum conclu-
sion is this. Suppose one observes smoke on the mountain
and wishes to infer fire from it. He thereupon declares the
aiaqT and 3g, gFay aIgATE 9ATE, and then states the srrag=am®,
T g= gA: ete. But his adversary may not admit the =7 to
be correct. How is he then to proceed ? He cannot infer
fire from smoke, unless the invariable concomitance of the
two things is accepted by the adversary. He therefore resorts
to the reverse process: of reasoning called Reductio ad
absurdum, in which he grants, for the sake of argument,
the groundless contention of his adversary, namely,
that the mountain is not fiery, and deduces from it
by a regular and correct syllogism, a conclusion ( Moun-
tain has no smoke ) which ig palpably absurd as it isdirectly
contradicted by the observed fact of smoke. And the absur-
dity of this conclusion of course proves the absurdity of the
hypothesis from which it wasdeduced, namely, the contention
of the adversary. In order todo this he begins by asking qaer

* Roer’s T'rans. of B. P, Bibl. In. p. 69-70.
T Ballantyne : Lectures on Nydya Phil. p. 52,
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gigwr @ ar.  If the former alternative is accepted, then of
course his conclusion is admitted, and he need not.proceed ;
but if the adversary accepts the latter, then he goes on :-gfg
TEAT AEATE T W1 afF & 4@a| @ g If the adver-
sary questions this he is at once asked to produce an in-
stance where smoke is found in the absence of fire; but this-
he cannot do since yw being the s of afg can never exist
apart from it. The adversary is therefore forced to accept
the =@, a7 g= Teararaway gwrwrg: | Now his assumption
is qddr sgaaraars; therefore he reasons gafar gRTWII |
TETWTITE | 95 gx geararas ete. Thus he gets at the
conclusion ey waTwldra; but this must e false as it is
directly opposed toffhie observed fact gaar ywar. The as-
sumption therefore from which this absurd conclusion is
derived, namely q§&r agrwraara, must be false, and its con-
tradictory qdar afgwre must be true. Here the speaker!
first imposes or assumes the existence of sgrew :. ¢. agTVE’
on the mountain, and from that ( er=yqor ) deduces the ex—&f» ‘
istence of =aTa® ¢. €. gwTWE, both of which impositions be- |
ing false are properly termed em¥re. The deduced iy,
namely the absurd conclusion, is called @s. The real sense
of Annambhatta’s definition is thus brought out in Nila-
kantho's paraphrase, STETEATIIATIATT AT A TIFTATIA-
Ta®:, that is, an obviously wrong notion as to the existence
of =qraF on the gay, derived from a similar palpably wrong

assumption of the existence of =grer in the same place.

5. The g% differs from {Fada in being formed by one
who knows its falsity, while it differs from a arfya egfRfE
in being only subsidiary to the establishment of its con-
tradictory. Ancient Naiydyikas mentioned eleven kinds of |
a®s, of which the moderns accept only five, viz. sramsrs
(Ignomtio FElenchi), steqrearsrg ( Dilemma ), smms ( Circle), f
eraear ( Regressus ad infinitum ) and garoamiaraswg ( Re-
ductio ad absurdum). The example usnally given comes

under the last head, while the first four are only varieties
of weafi=r and e fallacies framed in particular forms.

LS S

The % or ¥aw=ufaxt® wigarw is very useful in proving



364 Tarka~Satgraka. [ sEOT. LXIV.

things which cannot be proved by positive inference,
and is particularly indispensable in theological discussions.
Religious commands which transcend our limited reason can
be justified only by such special arguments; Manu there-
fore says:—

o qRieRsr = FFITSTEIAAT |

TIRETIRTN § 97 ¥z 7aw: v (M. S. XTI 106 ).

In matters of religion whichare above and beyond positive
human experience g% or contrary inference is often the only
method available to satisfy the inveterate doubter or silence
a persistent adversary. Kant had to assume a separate
faculty of Intuition to account for all such extra-sensuous
knowledge. Naiy?yikas solved the difficulty by adopting
a% inference.

Secr. LXY, wgfa

Remembrance also is of two kinds: true and fulse; the one

arising from true cogmition is true, that arising from false
cognition is false.

1. =g (Remembrance ) has been already defined in

) Section 34. After treating of the two kinds
plight and wrong of o) orehensions, true as well as false, the
author announces a similar division of

Remembrance. But the fundamentum divisionis is different in
this case. ergwa is true or false according as it does or does
not correspond to the object as it exists externally;while the
truth or falsity of wgfg is made to depend entirely on the
truth or falsity of the ergwer from which it originates. A
remembrance which springs from right apprehension is right,
and that which springs from wrong apprekension is wrong.
The reason of this difference of tests for sgay and @@
probably lies in the fact that =@ being a mediate knowledge
is not directly connected with external objects. Besides a
remembrance is often considerably removed both in time and
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place from the first apprelension, and consequently the test
of grATeT applicable to all first-hand cognitions, namely the
inference based on actual verification of the external object,
is generally not available in the case of wgfy. When we
believe we see water, we can at once verify the truth of our
perception by touching or drinking the water; but when we
only remember to have seen water some time back and at a
distant place, it is obviously impossible for us to go to the
place and verify the truth of our wgf&. Hence a different
test of truth is applied to wgi&, a test, by the way, recognized
in the case of all mediate cognitions, namely, the correctness
or incorrectness of the original notions which produce
them. Thus the validity of an wsgfirfd depends on the
validity of the germsf, while the truth of =zrrszsfig de-
pends on the correct knowledge of the g, Similarly the
truth of wgfy also depends upon the truth of the original
w1gw. But there is one drawback to this method. Suppose
the original srgwg was true but the impression left by it
is distorted or partially effaced by lapse of time ; then the
remembrance will be obviously mutilated and false, although
the apprehension itself was right. Or suppose both the ap-
prehension and the impression were good, but owing to some
accidental cause, such as a want of proper ggyys or the pre-
sence of any obstruction or inattention, the remembrance
does not fully agree with the sygws; yet it cannot be gar.
Again dreams are supposed to be wmvowsms and are often
_ produced by actual experience of the things perceived ; why
are then all dreams false ? These objections can be ans-
wered by saying that every wgfg requires to be verified if not
with external objects, at least with true cognitions of those
external objects.

Secr, LXVI—LXXII, garzat gom:

What is experienced by all with agreeable feelings is
Pleasure.

What is expén'enced by all with disagreeable feelings is
Pain.
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Desire is yearning.

Aversion is irritation.

Action 13 effort.

Merit is the product of enjoined actions.
Demerit is the product of prohibited action.

1. Sections 66 to 72 contain short definitions of the next
seven qualities. The group consists of three pairs of
co-related qualities, namely gwgiw, z=giy, ond grlywd,
and one single quality wgeg. The two qualities which
form each a pair, though co-related, are not contradic-
tories of each other ; but both are positive qualities of
opposite kinds.

2. g(er (Pleasure) is defined in the text, as ‘that which is
experienced by all withagreeable feelings’,
Pleasureand Pain. While g:@ ( Pain ) is ¢ that which is ex-
perienced with disagreeable feelings. ’
They are not absolute negations of each other, and may often co-
exist,aswhenakingenjoysmuch pleasure together with occa-
sional grief. The definitions of g@ and g:@ given in the text
geem to be faulty, and are therefore replaced by better ones
in the commentary, for, as Nilakantha remarks, ug g@an3-
FAOUL T FHTQ, TEHIAHNEATGH FTIAT FIIINATTHTRR-
ATTFTAT CETBRATEAAANEEG FWATRHFRT Syorg. It is
unphilosophical to label once for all certain external objects
as g@er and certain others as g:gsws, for the same
thing may be pleasurable to one man and painful to another.
The best criterion in this case is therefore the individual
experience of each man ( gewsiAeags=rsars ). But the
- question again arises what kind of individnal experience
is pleasurable and what is painful. Hence more elaborate
definitions of gg and gig are given, like those in N. B.
- g®, says N. B., is gat=sgmadia=sr™ayy, that is, pleasure is
' desired for its own sake and not for the purpose of satisfy-
‘ing the desire of some other thing ; or in other words plea-
sure is the ultimate aim of all our acts and is dot a
means to some other end. Similarly painis the ‘object of
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aversion in itself, and not because it causes the aversion for
any other thing.

3. g=grand ¥y, desire and aversion, are respectively de-
Desire and aver- fined as ¢ wishing ’ and ¢ irritation. ’
son.
4. waer OT gffort is not the actual act, but rather the readi-
_ ness of the mind coupled with an attempt
Efjort. towards performing that act, as when a
dying person makes an ¢ffort to speak,
bat cannot do so owing to a failure of his powers. gg&
or B as it is sometimes called is therefore best rendered by
effort, or volition.
5. wi (merit) and sawr ( demerit ) ave the two varieties
of srzw ( Destiny ), and imply two posi-
”.f‘[e"it and Deme-  tive things popularly known as guy and
qrq respectively. JMerit is that which
is produced from acts enjoined by Sruti, while demerit is
produced from the doing of prohibited acts. For example,
the Vedic text SRS T ETHT TR 18 & {&@(®, and there-
fore the performance of a watr@eww sacrifice would produce
merit 3 while & et wardg being a @y the eating of w@w
fruit would produce demerit.

Sgecr. LXXIII and LXXIV, strensgom:

The eight qualities, cognition etc. are special attributes q'f
soul only.

Cognition, desire and effort are of two kinds:  eternal
and non-eternaly eternal belong to God, non-eternal to human
soul.

1. The eight qualities from g to srys are the special
characteristics of soul only, i. e. they are subjective as
opposed to other qualities which have objective or external
existence. They are also co-related to one another as cause
and effect, and are mentioned in that order. Each of these
in fact is the effect of the immediately preceding and the
cause of the next following. gfg Cognition is of course the
foundation of all internal experiences. Of these gw and g:@
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are the ultimate objects to be desired or avoided. The
notions of pleasure and pain respectively produce correspond-
ing desire ( g=gt ) or aversion ( gw ) for their meauns. This
desire or aversion givesrise toan effort (srrerr) directed towards
obtaining or avoiding those means. Good and bad efforts
produce merit and demerit respectively; while these last
produce a wewre on the mind, which gepre becomes when
ripened the cause of a succession of births.

2. {@3rvaors or special gnalities are enumerated in the
verse quoted on p. 86 supra. Out of these eight /. e. the
six, intellect, pleasure, pain, desire, aversion and effort,
and Adyrishta or fate including both merit and demerit are
the special qualities of Soul only. The significance of wrs,
only, is that these qualities reside in Soul alone and no~
where else, while the other special qualities are found in
other substances. A E3rggor is defined by T. D. in the
next section as a quality that resides in one substance only
at a time and not in two or more substances conjointly, such
as number etc. See p. 87., supra.

st i

Seor. LXXYV, desre

Faculty or Impulse is of three kinds: Velocity, Mental im-
pression and Elasticity. '

1. gwgreor Faculty is almost undefinable, as may be guess-
ed from the truism given by T. D. The

Faculty. reason of it seems to be that its three
varieties are so incongruous and different

in nature that no general definition can be equally applic-
able to all. The wounder rather is how these irreconcilable
things came to be classed under one head. 8. C. givesa
definition which is only a little better: wraramomeafasre-
g gnaEsTTeTsaaTd, ‘that which has a @ ( d=®r-
tex ) which is next below gormwm@ and which resides in
both the general qualities and the special qualities of Soul.’
The qualities are sharply divided into two classes, general and
special, but dwF1T is the only quality which is common to
both, since two of its varieties, Velocity and Elasticity go
under gemeral qualities, while the third called sre=r or
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mortal fmpression is the speeial ganlily of Soul.  Another
and. perhaps a still betier definition of segre is given by
Tirkita-flatshi —gsardar: TR GIETET SO | @y
TRATEATE: BT U g wie” & ¢ A property whieh pro-
duces an e'lect from o couse of the sime kind, although it
is itself dissimilar.””  This means that whenever a quality
or action in a thing is repeated or produces effects exactly
similar to itselt by some internal force and without external
agency, the internal force is ealled gemre.

i
i
«

2. The three varieties of sftegry arve % ( Velocity ), wraar
{Mental impression) and Reafaeres (Llas-
ticity). The first is said to reside in the
five corporeal ( =g ) substances only,
namely, carth, water, light, air and mind; and the reason
is obvious, for there can be no velocify or motion unless the
thing has » limited dimension. wprsy is simply defined as
that impression whick is born of =zigwsxr and becomes the
cause of remembrance. {RgfResrigE or lasticily is that
power or force which brings o thing back to its normal
shape or condition whenever it is distovted. JFlasticity is
found in earthy things snch as a mat. The several remarks
of T. D. have been already explained in their proper places,
and so need not be noticed here. Of these three varieties
T alone deserves the name of dwwre, and is generally
referred to by that word. The other two are common properties
of all material things, aud canbe fermed gexrg only by a very
far-fetched analogy. Ballantyne thinks that tie similarity
of the three varieties of wemre consists in the thing acting
by itself without animpulse from an external agent. The
explanation is plausible, though mnot quite convincing.
gegre is therefore an impulse inhering in the very thing
in which a property reproduces itself. Thisis at best the
only characteristic wherein the three varieties agree.

Faculty is of thrce
kinds.

Sgcr. LXXVI-LXXIX, sfamamaanamaiasr:,
Action consists of motion. That which couses conmection
with region wpwards is Tossing; that which causes connection

#® Parkika-Ralshd v, 484
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with region downwards is Dropping; that whick causes con-
nection mnearer the body is Pulling or Contraction; that which
couses connection with distant place is Rushing or Expansion.
All else is motion residing only in the four substances Farth
etc. and mind.

These sections treat of the remaining categories, except
the last. For an explanation of them, see Notes on Sect. V.
to Sect. VIIL. pp. 81-99 Supra.

Sgor. LXXX, =rare:.

Antecedent negation is without a beginning but has an end,
and exists before the production of an effect.  Destruction has
o beginning but no end, and occurs ajfter the production of
effect.  Absolute negation exists during three times, ( past
present and future ) and has o counter-entity determined by
conmection ( with another ), e. g. there is no jar on ground.
Reciprocal megation is that whose counter-entity is determined
by relation of identity, e. g. a jar is not a piece of cloth.

1. stwra or Negation is defined by its very name (wrafira:).
As the anthor has already stated its four
kinds, he now goes on to define each of
them. <Antecedent negation has an end but no beginning,’
while ¢Consequent negation or destruction has a beginning but
no end.” The other two negations have neither beginning nor
end. Thus the first two form one group of transient
negations, the other two a second group of permanent ones.
Antecedent and Consequent negations are spoken of with
refercuce to a #ws, the one representing the time before
production, and the other representing the time after
destruction. Thus wprwra, ®rf and g may be said to
represent in order the three divisions of eternal time, past,
present and future, of which the past ( wrpmrs ) has no
beginning and the future ( wiw ) has no end because time
itself is eternal. Between these two divisions of eternity
lies the % which is limited both ways, namely, by creation
b one end and by destruction at the other. But suppose a

Negation.
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#rd which has once been destroyed is reproduced; will not
then its intermediate v have been destroyed in its turn by
the reproduction ? The Naiydyika answers, no; because the
second sref, though produced from the same materials, is
distinct from the first. That which was destroyed was
destroyed for ever, while the new production is one which
never existed before. T. D. mentions three characteristics
of grrare and w5\ each; both reside on the intimate or ma=
terial cause of their wfxarfr, ¢. g. wETaTT resides on FeqTHTTS
they are respectively the cause and effect of their sfaaf
and they are respectively the reasons why people say of a
thing that ‘it will be,” or that it is destroyed.’

R. Absolute negation is ‘that which is eternal and has a
gfagrf determined by some connection

Absolute megation.  ( with another thing ), while reciprocal
negation has a wigarnr that is determined

by the relation of identity of two things.” The qualification
HEn@E (gautrsrgaameatad: V. V. ) distinguishes sre-
warare from grmwry and «w, while dwimRzaw@diEEwa
distinguishes it from sr=f=arera. The name syersgruty may
be explained by the derivation srgmaRwEmIFAT (AETSWTT

TR TR | A QAAHTATRAE BT GF STy .
gt is the connection by which one thing may reside on

another. Thus a gz resides on its srffmwor the waw by

Farargay, while srey resides in earth by wasradsy, each of
which is called ggsf. Now if a jar stands on any spot of

ground we say TEAFAT, by which of course we mean ggyr-
Ha99 geaq; and hence even in such a case we are free to
say that gwaradsys wad gat ana. The jar stands on the
spot by gdrwrgay, but not by wwstaddy; so that although
wae 1S gy by €t it is gerwraaa by awarg. Here gz is the
giaarn of wasfae warwra, not by g but by wara; or
more briefly the grgariar of gz is wagwE=e=. Similarly'
although earth possesses odour by wwers, the =g may be
said to be grmmaReaaT afeartr of grRATEwaTEsaTIT.
Whenever therefore an sregearars of a thing is spoken of it
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is always understood thab the absvluie neguiion is predicated
of the enfrzaoer by some particular ger. Hence syarsgrara 18
defined as FawRzaaRdifars:.
3. srwdregmary 18 distinguishable from wegsarars in having
to depend on o different kind of sz, In
Reciprocal nega- LATIvIeT L T . ;
tion distinguished. the. t.OI “lf"l a thing is wfRavfy of J‘}l SIS
residing in another by wigrerrday, and
not by wdyer or @warg a8 is the case with wegeararar. In
simple langunage, when we speak of absolute negation we
deny any connection between the wigsfir on the one hand
and the zxgayfar that is the eigmyor on the other; in reci-
procal negation we deny only the ideutity of the two. When
we 8ay wae g2r 7@, we only convey that they.ure not identi-
cal; but when we say wsg wft wrf@a, we mean something
more ; we convey that not only gy and gz are non-identical;
but that they are not even connected together. svegearar
is the denial of a gyt between two things; swdrsgrara is
the deninl of their grwrer. Thusif we say wgwny: Ser=Ey =
w2 deny the identity of the ghost and the post;if we say
Ty oy & we deny the existence of the ghost onm the
post. The nature of the swrg is therefore determined by
the form of the denial although the idea conveyed may be
the same. % waad =g and wms g3y & both moan the
same thing; but one is an weysamwry, while the other is
AN STFGIFYTT - '

4. 8. C. divides syegsgrara into two sorts prataraaiatea-
o gidanaars: ‘that whose affayfy is a pro-
lﬁ?‘;‘ﬁ;’g;ﬂgﬁ‘“bs‘" perty residing in one substance as wgaerr-
wrT, | oand sEEvTTeIR T AT Aa AT
‘that whose gf@=yf is a property jointly residing in many
things as g, * But this is not the only division possi-
ble, for, as T. D. remarks, both eegegrars and swdrearara
will have as many kinds, as the et and the agresr of the
afgarfr will be various, although the gfawfdy itself remains
the same.

5. The sentenge in T. 1Y, explaining the multiplicity of
absolute and reciprocal unegations is even
An obscure pas- ot nd tramer Aliamiran 2 RTEIN
sage inT. D), s corrected very obscure if not pObltl‘\;bly
incorrect. Jt reads wfddifrargszzwca-
AN W ET R E TR TR T Tagas. - The sen-
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tence will be intelligible if we take wrfjzy to mean w& or
property. It will then mean ‘that eregearars and sFar=ITIT,
though having one wfEFrfT, are manifold owing to the varie-
ty ( ¥zta ) of the properties (wi‘rczr) and connections (W)
that are respectively gf@giiiara=gs® in each case ; that is,
the number of zr=dyc depends on the variety of wfge-g=ge-
%, and that of symre on the variety of giFe-a=zo-wEd-
Nilakonthe interpretes the sentence in the same way. The
remark appears to have been copied from a passage in
Raghundthe Siromani’s Didhiti, which being more explicit .
may be profitably compared with it. Raghundtha says o-
TR T RCETraTNTaT = Tadl: Qe iearass &I -aa-
B RIEEEEaul g | & m%—ﬁﬁﬁa@m—
T, TR O—aHNETER I T Taag g gterar. | ¢ An illustra-
tion will make all this clear. The strgearara of ¥7% Fagw is
distinet from that of zveTarare 297w, because the wiEAEAT-
=¥ in one is ¥awgagaaas and in the other guvsfTre-
Sgzwdadt. In swgiegmars there is no gqst and therefore the
araTerr is considered with respect to properties () residing on
afaaifir. Thus the syegieamae of sirg we is different from that of
i@ 9=, because the yeAHATA<SZTF IS a'raaam one and sSrger
in the other case.

6. In conclusion T.D.notices some of the different views
propounded in connection with srwra. The Vaiseshikas recog-
nize a fifth ey called sra@enima ¢ temporary absence ’
such cases as gg wae waT ara. The garwre exists on wyge so0
long as wx is absent, and vanishes as soon as it is brought
there; it is not therefore Yrsn@®w and so differs fromevegearyrs.
Annambhatta includes it in eregearara, for asa matter of fact
T resides permanently on g while its occasional dis-
appearance may be explained by its being covered by w=
whenever the latter is present. A rule is therefore laid down
that the stegseamnrra of w= though ey is manifested only
when it is accompanied by either the gprary or sewg of
TEHIRT O A+

1. A writer named Saundadopddhydya introduced a new
kind of spurg called sm@sorawiiSz=maTT in such examples
as qEeye 2T ATea, that is, gz does not exist on mw in

# Bhimacharya : Nydya-Kosha, 2nd ed, p. 45, note 2.
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the form of gz although it may exist there as wga; but
Annambhatte along with the majority of Nydya writers con-
siders it at the most a case of Fgwreai@ wtgars and not a
simple epsrar. As a matter of fact this variety of erwry is
recognized for dialectical purposes only and isof little usein
practical life.

8. Opposed to the Naiydyikas were the Prabhékara school
of Mimdmsakas (followers of Prabhi-
Negation not re-  korq or Gurw ), who refused to recognize
cognized by other o e
systematists. st a8 a separate category existing
apart from its spfgsor. According to them
and generally according to all the Mimdssakas and Veddn-
tins st is only faETorRaeTHIST , ¢ simple substratum
and nothing more.’ T. D. rejects this view on the
ground that it is impossible to determine what sfasrodasy
is. But if, says the Mimdirsaka, swra is a separate cate-
gory there will be staaeyr, for as wgarursy is different from
gz, the sywry of wararg will differ from it, and so the num-
ber of sywrars will be infinite. To remove this objection, the
ancient Naiydyikas regarded the second sywre . ¢. wararaT-
wrg as identical with gz. The moderns however go one step
further and regard the second snry as distinet from both gz
and wararas but the sparg of that, namely the third espre
was identified with the first, garwres, the reason being that
an svra being a negation can be identical with an spara only
and never with a wraaeg like wz. Annambhatio appears to
favour the ancient view.

Secr. LXXXI. gqgzre.

As all things are included severally in those enumerated, it is
proved that there are only seven categories.

1. The author concludes his Compendium of Seven Cate-
gories by showing that all the other

Th ~fold i
enum:mtszfzovﬂsfzx_ paddrtiza.'s* mentlongd by Got.ama as well as
haustive. other writers are included in some one of
the seven enumerated at the beginning of

this book. Gofame’s first aphorism which is quoted by T. D,
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contains a list of sixteen paddrthas recognized by the Naiyd-
yikas proper, namely, sraror ( Proof ), gia ( Object of know-
ledge ), wgrar ( Doubt ), warew ( Motive ), zerea (Instance),
fegm=a (-Conclusion), siras (Premise), = (Reductio ad Ab-
surdum), faurg ( Determination ), qre ( Disquisition ), wey
( Controversy ), ®auer ( Cavil), Feyrare ( Fallacy ), ww
(Perversion), &n& (Self-contradiction), and Ryzegrs (Refuta-
tion ). T. D. then briefly explains each of these and its sub-
divisions. All these are not properly speaking categories but
only so many topies that require to be attended to in a dis-
putation with an antagonist. Gotama’s 16 fopics which are
meant for dialectical purposes are therefore in no way ir-
reconcilable with the seven Categories of Kandda which are
metaphysical. There are however some other things recog-
nized as separate paddrthas by other systematists, but they
also fall under the seven mentioned in this book. For in-
stance 3r1vp (Power) and egex ( Ownership ), says T. D., are not
independent categories as some have supposed. The power of
burning which resides in fire is not different from fire, while
the power of ashes to cleanse metals is also not distinct from
the washing away of those ashes, after they have purified the
metal. ¥xex or ownership is only the capability of a thing for
being disposed of justasone pleases,andis therefore nothing
but a quality of the thing. wvzzw ( Resemblance ) has also
been supposed by some to be a distinct paddrtha ; but Vis-
randthe answers : WIZITAM F UETAFay (F g afewa |
AZAITIRA | TIT (AR TR TR EAFATRAS g
FeRETEEE |

2. The last paragraph of T. D. begins with a curious dis-
quisition on the meaning of the Potential
form, gR® ggara etc. which is usually em-
ployed in Vedic injunctions ; but it is ra-
ther difficult to see.how the topic is relevant in a book on
Nydya, unless of course itisintended to show that the Nydya
system, although differing considerably from the exegetical
school of Mimdmsakas, is not really inconsistent with the
unquestioned authority of the Vedas and has its own method

What ts an tnjun-
ction.

* 8. M, Cale. ed, p, 4.



376 Yarka~-Suigraha. [ sECT. LXXXI.

of interpreting Vedic texts. &y, according lo tiolana, is
a fTTETIFT, ¢ a text which enjoins some act upon men. ’ *
Vedic texts are either @@ ( Injunction ) sxsrarz ( Statement
of a fact ) or =rgarg ( Repetition ), of which fafr is the
principal and the other two only subsidiary to it. Jnjunction
is of two kinds, fagvr ( Command ) such as n¥EE BF-
T TTETAS, Or exgHT ( Permission ) such as SRRENT @i
FTHT T34, the difference between the two being that the fivst
enjoins o Gregme which entails sin if omitted, while the
second prescribes only a Hreg®E® which may or may not be
performed. Annambhatte’s definition of @fy is «“ o sentence
which conveys knowledge that prompts a desire for action
which in its turn produces effort.” The second of the above
texts for instance prompts a gwaTy to perform a THIRSTH,
and then he makes preparations for the ceremony. But one
might ask how can sifaere be the cause of the attainment
of heaven to the wswra since a cause must be FITFI=T-
R, < immediately preceding the effect,” while in this case
the end of the sacrifice and its ®w, vis. the attainment of
heaven ( which can take place only after the death of aww vt ),
may be separated by considerable lapse of time ? To remove
this difficulty and establish a connection between the cause
sifagim and the we &, o s is assumed in the interval,

called =7g¥.

3. Although the Naiydyika acccpi;;é’the efficacy of Vedic
rites as befits every orthodox systematist,

nuI,Zfesumm“m b= e does not depend upon them exclusive-
ly. The attaimnent of heaven by means

of the Vedic rites is not according to him the true goal of
man. The end and aim of philosophy, says T. D., such as
the knowledge of the seven paddrthas, is Salvation, which
consists in recognizing the self as distinct from body aud
other material things. This is laid down in the celebrated
text, <“Oh Maitreyi, the Self should be perceived, heard,

*G.8. 11, 1, 62.
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considered and contemplated upon.”’*  Gotama defines
S O Ayt as st ReaEy grEtraly ¢ eternal cessation of
pain,” while Kandda declares that Frer or salvation consists
in ¢ the separation of the soul from the former body, not fol-
lowed by his union with another owing to the absence of
wrzw.’t  According to both, salvation consists not in any
kind of positive pleasure as the Mimdmsakas think, but in
the complete and eternal cessation of all pain. This can
be attained by right knowledge alone, as is distinctly said
in the Sruti, aaT fAfaTRggRia Twa: Tt o w4,
i. e. the Vedic rite, does not directly lead to salvation as
the Mimdmsakas suppose; but it only prepares the ground
for the attainment of knowledge by destroying sins and
purifying the soul. When this knowledge is’digested by
constant contemplation, it ripens and leads to%=sw. This
process is described in Gotama’s second aphorism, giEgH+H-
TR R Ty agaeacargan.§  Of the
five things, pain, birth, effort, faults and erroneous know-
ledge, the destruction of the subsequent leadsto the destruc-
tion of the immediately preceding, and so ultimately the
salvation follows. The destruction of fewrstrer causes the
removal of various Frys such as xym, By etc. When these
are removed ¢ffort also ceases, for no desire is left to induce
garw. Cessation of waf necessarily stops S=ARTOIITFIRT;
for ggfir having ceased, no action is done and no srge which
is the cause of wew is produced. When the series of births
ends, it is necessarily followed by the cessation of pain, for
then the soul is for ever freed from the body which is the
seat of pain. TFinally, complete cessation of pain brings on
salvation, which is the ultimate goal ofall true philosophy.
The proper way to attain salvation is therefore to attack
the very beginning, namely, fyeargra which lies at the
root of all our misery. This ffearsTa consists in the er-

* streATar SR FEA: S R Ay A3 | Brih, Ar. Up. IV, 4. 5.
1 Vidvandtha: V. 8. Vryiiti 11, 18.
} Svetdsvatara, Up, VI, 15,
§G.8. L 1, 2.
48
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roneous identification of the soul with our body and with
material objects. Cognitions such as «i§ gwt, & gidr are
all products of such wrong identification. It is the purpose
of true Sdstra therefore to destroy this firsarsre by impart-
ing gargra. This true knowledge is the correct knowledge
of the seven categories, for it is only by knowing these ac-
curately that one can discriminate them from the eternal

and transcendental Soul. To give a right knowledge of the
paddrthas is therefore the gaysa of this Sdsira. The

necessity for inculcating this wdtsra arises from our com-
mon experience as expressed in the maxim gaiwaraZ

HeETSfd qaaw which is as true in the case of acquision of
knowledge as in other walks of life. All systems of Indian

philosophy open with an enunciation of sgs=e=rgew the
four requisites of every Séstra, and gaysa or purpose which
is one of them is invariably stated to be the awwgma, the
knowledge of reality, leading to salvation. Ancient Hindu
philosophers may fight with one another on almost every
point, but in one respect they agree among themselves and
differ from the votaries of other religions, viz. in holding
that it is Znowledge of truth and not blind faith in a revela-
tion or a Saviour that is theroad to salvation. Even the reli-
gion of Bkakti which spread through and permeated popular
" thought in India in later times under Mahomedan
influence was based on the solid principle of g=gmra. The
doctrine of grrarestrer: isin fact the corner-stone of all the
philosophical systems of India. :



Appendix A,
Meaning of Avachchhedaka.

Nothing is more difficult for a beginner than to under-
stand the exact sense of the term Awackhchhednka and its
varieties which occur so frequently in Nydya writings. The
following Note on the meaning of the word appended to
Cowell’s translation of Udsyandchirya’s Kusumdijali will
therefore be found useful :—

““ The term Avachchhedaka has at least three meanings,
as distinguishing, particularizing, and determining.

@. In the phrase ‘a blue lotus,” ‘blue’ is the distinguish-
ing Avachchhedaka ( i. e. Viseshana ) of the lotus;—it dis-
tinguishes it from others of different colours. '

6. 1In the sentence ¢ the bird sits on the tree on the
branch’ ( & srrarat weft ), s4kkdydm particularises the exact
spot—this is the ekadeddvachchhedaka.

¢. But the third is the usual Naiydyika use of the word
i. e. ag determining ( niydmaka ). Wherever we find a re-
lation which is not itself included in any one of the seven
categories but is common to several, we require something
to determine its different varieties; thus if we say that fire
is the cause of smoke, or vice versa smoke the effect of fire,
we do not mean only this particular case but any fire or
smoke ; we therefore require, to determine this particular
relation of causality, something which shall be always
found present with it. This in ¢ fire is the cause of smoke’
it will be vainitea, the species of all fires. This will always
be found present wherever the causation of smoke is found,
and it is therefore called the dhdma-kdranatdvachchhedaka
as dhamatwa would be the wvaknikiryativachchednka. If we
have several causes or effects (ase. g. green wood in the
case of smoke), each kdranatd or kdryatd will require its own
avachchhedaka. But we could not say that ¢ substance ’ ig
the avachchhedaka of ¢ quality ’ although it does always
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accompany it, because quality is a category by itself and
common to several. An avackchhedaka is always required
for such relations as kdranatd, kdryatd, Sakyatd, jheyatd,
pratiyogitd, etec. Thus gotvs is the avachchhedaka of the
go-Sabda-salkyatd as otherwise the word go might be restrict-
ed to mean only this particular cow, or extended to include
every animal; and in sgsrarser gfgaisft ag:, we have vakni-
tva as the avackehhedaka of the pratiyogitd. Thisdetermining
notion need not be always a species; thus in wrfer swa®-
SACTATH, cheshid is the avachchhedaka of kiranatd,and cheshid
is included in the category of ¢ action, ’ ( Cowell : Kusumdsi-
Jali of Udayanichérya, p. 26 ).

e s e

' Appendix B.

The followirlxg lists of all the known commentaries on
Annambhatta’s Tarka-Sangraha and Tarke-Dipiké are com-
piled from Aufrchet’s Catalogus Catalogorum, Bhimacharya’s
Nydya-kose, Hall’s Bibliographical Index of Indian Philoso-
phical Systems and other sources. Letters in brackets
indicate the copies consulted for which see Appendix C.

I Commentaries on aHEAL.

 aHFYTEIAST Or ahdrra®T by the author of T. 8. himself,
printed at various places.

R FEAaEr by wradaiwer, printed by N. 8. Press at
Bombay.

3 RrgraarEga by siwsrgsi2dtiera, printed at Benares.

Y qg%a by sesifiye, printed by N. S. Press at Bombay.

¥ AREATATTTETT by fr@woz ; this is perhaps frzzus.

& (%% OF UZTMATATSWU by qZTRITA 0T AIITIGTIUTH,
printed in 1915 at Madras ( W. )

© W or fagiw printed in 1915 at Madras
(W.

< TPETCARSHL DY Bz sz, printed by N. 8. Press
at Bombay.

R FEHAESATEAT O JFTI by Aeqre ey, printed in
. 1915 at Madras ( W.)
L° ABEAFEIFT DY Saeqarrao-

3% ASwHFHT by eTATHFITOL
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IR FrrdEgaas by fadacgrand
33 aEguEaEr by sawa.

8 fawt% by semEmaRm@E.

LR FIIAAT bY FHTeaame-

& - §- &yt by TwAry.

U aRRTgaTRt by fFeeafrars.
{<¢ a. |. i@t by @sgary.

2R THIATEHT OF WUt by Ferarer MreiE.
Re - §. FET by ggATR, son of =qry.
?2Q . §. =areEar by guiR.

RR FdgETaeaT ; author unknown.
33 gdwedEn author not known.,

] adegeeg;  Ditto.

RY wyrg=fes®n;  Ditto.

IT. Commeniaries on qHZIAFT.

 AERTTAREIIFII OF ATEISTHIRNFT by A@Fuaammerg
author of gefrearaOATTasrEr. Lhis is again commented
on by Trawswg. It is printed at Bombay, Benares and
Madras.

] awdiay by vraeswyg printed at Madras (W ).

3 gfsgen@er or =f&dry by wa awi®@g printed at
Madras ( W).

9 qgn’&{mmr%‘rm ends abruptly at srg printed at Madras
(W)

@ yREEQEAT & commentary on figwEvdy by Fawtafr, son
of frz®us, printed by N. 8. Press at Bombay. ( R)

& AERISFT by eravsearor, pupil of fragrugfR who wrote
his commentary oun both T. 8. and T. D. in 1772 A. D.

¥ graweae by sffara-

¢ &1 by wrgrawag.

3 &Yer by sifrarag-

Lo FRATEIRFET by arygdgeae.

TR
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The present edition of the Tarka-Sangrakaand its two com-
mentaries is based on the following copies. Of these fourteen
twelve are printed or lithographed editions, and the rest were
Mss. Out ofthese, twelve give the text of Sangraka, eleven of
the Dipikd and eight of the Nydya-Bodhini. In some cases
the same copy gives both the original and either of the
two commentaries, while the one marked C contains all the
three. These have been marked as one. The following
conspectus will give an idea of the varied character of the

editions and Mss. consulted :—

Tarka-Sangraha.

A—Tarka-Sangrahe with Dipikd ( 3rd ed. ), carefully edited
by the late Mr. K. P. Parab and printed at the Nirnaya-
sagara Press, Bombay.

B-—The text of Sa%grake alone, printed in Ballantyne’s
Lectures on Nydya Philosophy ( Allahabad 1849 ).

C—A lithograph edition of Sangrake, Dipikd and Nydya-
Bodkini, with different paging for each and belonging to
the Jeypur library. It is very carelessly printed. A
portion of the Sangrake from the 28th to the 3lst
section inclusive, as well as the concluding paragraph
of the Dipikd and the portion of Nydya—Bodhint after
FregqReeg are missing. However it generally gives
correct readings and proved useful in disputed places.
It was obtained from the late Pundit Durga-Prasad of
Jeypur.

D—An oblong edition of Satgrake with the commentary
Siddhdnta-Chadrodaya by Srikriskna Dharjati Dikshita
printed at Benares in 1881. It is carefully edited
and proved a useful guide, chiefly owing to the com-
mentary which is copious though not alwaysaccurate.
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E—An oblong edition of Sangrake with the commentary
Vékya-Vyitti of Meru Shstri printed at Poona in 1873,
Its value consists entirely in the commentary.

F—An annotated edition of Sungraks and Dipiks by Mr.
K. C. Mehendale B. s. This although professing to be
based on two or three Mss. does not materially differ
from the Nirnaya Sagar edition. A second edition of
this has been published in 1908 with the addition of a
new Sanskrit commentary by Pandit = Bhavanishankar
Shastri.

G—A Ms. containing the Sangraka and the Dipikd obtained
from the library of Baroda Sanskrit Pathasala. It
gives important variants in several places, especially
in the Dipikd, which are not to be found in other
copies. It closely agrees with J, and seems to have
been copied either from it or from some common origi-

nal. It bears no date.

H—Ms. containing Sangraha only obtained from Ratnagiri.
It was copied at Benares in Samvat 1820. It varies pret-
ty often from the usual text, but the readings are not
generally happy. )

J—A Ms. of Sangraka and Dipikd belonging to Dr. H.
Jacobi of Bonn, Germany. It is undoubtedly the
oldest and also the best authority. It is very clearly
written and contains many marginal correctionsin at least
two hands. The Sangraha and the Dipiké are paged

differently and have different colophons. The colophon
at the end of the Dipikd is inserted in our edition ( p.
61 supra ) ; while that of the Sangraka runs thus:—er®
SAFETETAITAT Teeps FHTRATAG | Fiararar 79 | sfreg !
wag 3990 ¥ wridegETEa g¥ AR TR L TR
Tt arrived after the work of collation of the 1st edition was
completed, but just in time toallow its varietas lectionis
being incorporated in the footnotes. Fortunately except
in one or two instances noalterations were needed, as the
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readings already selected were found to agree with those
inJ. In several cases many doubtful readings and conjec-
tural emendations of mine were unexpectedly confirmed
by this Ms., a fact which is perhaps the best proof of
the correctness of the readings adopted. DIiy hearty
than'ts are due to Dr. Jacobi for lending his copy for
use, and also to Mr. B. G. Tilak of Poona who pro-
eured it for me.

K—This is an old closely written Ms. containing the Sazn-~

grake and the Nydya-Bodkini, and obtained from DMiraj.
It possesses great value and has been mainly relied upon
for the text of the Nydya-Bodkini.

Tarka-Dipikd.

Besides A, C,F, G, and J already described, three print-
ed and two Ms. copies of the Dipikd were available,
namely :—

L—An old and badly written Ms. of Dipiké obtained from
the library of the late Baladastri Agase of Ratnagiri.
It seeme to have been copied at Benares in Saxvat 1790
by one Vis'vanatha Joshi, son of Gopal. It is written in
several hands and is often incorrect.

M—A fine and very carefully written Ms. of Dipikd obtain-
ed from Barhanpur. It often differed from other copies,
and althongh its variants had sometimes to be rejected
it was useful for comparison.

N—An oblong edition of DipiZé with the well-known com-
mentary of Nilakaniha, printed at Benares in 1875. Tt

~ contains several additions which were not found in any
other copy and which had therefore to be rejected.
Nilakantho’s commentary however proved a valuable
aid in judging the correctness of a reading, in as much
as it generally gives the best reading and sometimes
"notices other variants.
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P:—An oblong edtion of Dipikd only, printed at Jagadis'-
vara Press, Bombay. It generally agrees with A and was

not of much use.
Q:—An edition of Sangraha, Nilakantha’s Prakisa and a

commentary thereon named Bhdskarodayd by Nila-
kantha’s son Lakskmi-nrisinka, edited by Pandit Mu-
kunda Jha and printed by Nirnayasagar Press, Bombay.

Nyaya- Bodhini.
Besides C and K already described, four printed and
two Ms. copies of Ntdya-Bodkint were consulted, viz:—

R:—A Ms. of Nydya-Bodhint only, written carelessly and
often incorrectly. It was kindly lent by the late Mr.
N. B. Godbole, B. A. of the Poona Training College.
It was copied on the 13th of Kshadha, Vadya, Samvat
1907, and generally agreed with C.

8:—A lithograph edition of ANydya-Bodhini printed at
Benaras in 1875. The editor seems to have made no
atterapt at collation. 1t contains many sentences and
even long passages extending to a page or more which
are not found in any of the other Mss. consulted by
me. These additions appear to be interpolations, con-
sisting of explanatory paraphrases of the original short
gentences, which are sometimes retained and gometimes

omitted. )
T:—This appears to be a reprint, and a very incorrect one
too, of the last preceding, printed at Benares in 1881.

Us—An editon of Sangreka and Nydya—Bodkint with an-
notations called Padakritya printed by Nirnaya-Sagar

Press, Bombay.

V:-—A Ms. of Nydya-Bodhkint kindly lent by Pandit Bad-
rinatha Sastrin of Baroda. It generally agrees with B,
R and C, and was useful for ascertaining the correct

reading whenever the other copies differed hopelessly.
It sometimes gives its own variants. It ends at gy

and bears no date.
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W:—An edition of Safgraka and nine Commentaries edited
and published by Pandit Chandraiekhara Sastrigal of
Mylapore, published in 1915 at Madras.

X, Y and Z:—These three Mss. were kindly lent to me by
Pandit Balacharya Gajendragadkar of Satara to whom
I am highly obliged for the loan. One of these X
containing the Sangraka bearsthe date Saks 1720. The
‘other two Y and Z contain the text of the Dipikd. They
mostly agree with @ and Jand are chiefly valaable for
having been corrected under the superintendence of the

. late learned Ananticharya Gajendragadkar.

Most of the Mss. and editions of Sangrata and Dipitd
mentioned above belong to Northern India or the
Deccan. As Annambhatta wasa resident of Carnatic, Mss.
ffom that quarter would have proved very valuable guides,
bat W. which is an elaborate edition of Saigraka and Com-
mentaries by a learned Pandit of South India has largely
supplied the desideratum. The copies already consulted
belong to different ages and distant provinces, and
hence the text of Annambhatia’s two works may for all
practical purposes be taken as settled. It is to be regretted
that the same cannot be said of the Nydya-Bodhini. Only
a few copies of this work were available, and they varied
among themselves so much and some times so hopelessly,
that it was often impossible to ascertain the correct
reading. Sentences and even whole passages are read
differently in different Mss. and the work of collation was
most difficult in several places. The defects can be cured
only when more trustworthy Mss. are available.
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